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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to provide an initial evaluation of the effect of ‘Together 

for Sweden’s (TFS) storytelling method regarding anti-religious prejudice, based on a 

social identity perspective. Furthermore, the aim was to understand the possible self-

perceived changes that the storytelling method contributes to regarding anti-religious 

prejudice. The study applied a mixed-method approach with a quasi-experimental design. 

The quantitative data collection consisted of a pre-and posttest with an experiment and 

control condition. The qualitative data collection consisted of semi-structured interviews 

with participants from the experiment condition. The quantitative results point to a posi-

tive self-perceived change in anti-religious prejudice. However, the change was small and 

not statistically significant in relation to the control condition. The qualitative find sug-

gests that for some participants, the storytelling could provide an opportunity for a posi-

tive intergroup contact, counter-examples, counter-stereotypic information as well as 

addressing the categorization process through multiple and shared group memberships. 

The qualitative findings also point to a change regarding the view of religious people but 

not concerning the view of religion. This, together with a mixed response regarding affec-

tive shifts and a lack of intentional shifts, can help to explain the quantitative results. The 

findings of the study address the need to evaluate prejudice-reduction intervention in a 

school context as well as the need to test a social identity perspective outside a laboratory 

context. It also provided a first and tentative assessment of TFS’ storytelling method, 

which can contribute to a further adjustment of the method or future in-schools interven-

tions.  

 
Key words: prejudice, storytelling, evaluation, mixed-method, quasi-experimental, social identity 

perspective. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1. Background  

How can we reduce or prevent prejudice? This is a central question as prejudice is 

a dominant social problem. Moreover, the question is of increasing importance as 

prejudice and inequality are expected to become more pressing in the future, with 

increased globalization, increased population pressure, diminishing resources, and 

increasingly complex societies with religious, ethnic, and cultural diversity (Si-

bley & Barlow, 2017). One attempt to prevent and change prejudice in a Swedish 

context is the interfaith project “Together for Sweden” (TFS) at Fryshuset (see 

1.7. for more information) that aims to prevent anti-religious prejudice, which is 

of growing concern in Sweden (see, e.g., Ahmadi, Palm & Ahmadi 2016; Brå, 

2019; DO, 2020. To prevent and reduce prejudice, TFS mainly use storytelling. 

Storytelling is one of their most important and requested activities where young 

adults tell their personal stories from their own religious and cultural perspective, 

and the challenges and prejudices that they face. The stories are told in front of an 

audience, which often consists of students in upper secondary school (age 16-19). 

However, the method has not yet been assessed regarding its ability to prevent or 

change anti-religious prejudice (see 1.5. for more information). This thesis will 

thus examine TFS’ storytelling method from a social psychological perspective to 

see whether it can influence a self-perceived change regarding anti-religious prej-

udice.  

1.2. Aims and objectives  

This study aims to assess whether TFS’s storytelling method shows an effect con-

cerning anti-religious prejudice among youths attending upper secondary school. 

Furthermore, the aim is to understand, from a social psychological perspective, 

the possible self-perceived changes that TFS’s storytelling method contributes to 

anti-religious prejudice.  
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In order to achieve these aims, this study will utilize a mixed-method approach 

with the objectives of:  

 

1) Assess the effect of TFS’s storytelling method in relation to anti-religious prej-

udice, using a quasi-experimental design and measures of self-perceived change 

regarding anti-religious prejudice.  

 

2) Conduct interviews with participants from the experiment condition to eluci-

date the quantitative result through a social identity perspective (see 2.2. in chap-

ter 2 for more information).  

1.3. Research questions 
The aims and objectives of the study are operationalized in the following research 

questions (research question 1 corresponds to objective 1, and research question 2 

corresponds to objective 2): 

 

1. Do students that experience TFS’s storytelling method have a change 

in anti-religious prejudice, compared to the control condition?  

 

2. How do the participants perceive the TFS’ storytelling method, and in 

what way can these interviews, from a social identity perspective, help 

to elucidate the quantitative findings?  

1.4. Demarcation 

This thesis will examine TFS’ storytelling method from a social psychological 

perspective. This field has produced well-established and extensive research re-

garding prejudice, much due to the group-based nature of the phenomenon 

(Brown, 2010; Dovidio, Hewstone, Glick & Esses, 2010; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014; 

Stangor, 2016). Moreover, it offers a wide range of tools and measurements that 

can be applied to assess prejudice and prejudice reduction/prevention interven-

tions (Correll et al., 2010; Kite & Whitley, 2016; Olsen & Zabel, 2016; Paluck & 

Green, 2009). Accordingly, social psychology is a relevant approach in examining 
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whether TFS' storytelling method influences an effect concerning anti-religious 

prejudice. 

 

Furthermore, the study is focused on whether TFS’s storytelling influences a self-

perceived change regarding anti-religious prejudice among youths based on the 

methods and measures described in chapter 3. It does not endeavour toward a 

comprehensive evaluation of whether TFS’s storytelling method has an impact on 

prejudice since it would be unfeasible to test this in a real-world setting within the 

scope of the thesis. Furthermore, as each story in the storytelling method is per-

sonal (i.e., the story structure and content depend on the storyteller), it is difficult 

to generalize the results of the storytelling. Moreover, the thesis had no practical 

possibility to test the method with a large and randomized sample size thoroughly. 

Thus, this thesis is only intended to provide an initial evaluation and indication of 

the causal effect of TFS’ storytelling method regarding anti-religious prejudice 

among youths attending upper secondary school in Sweden.  

1.5. Definition of terms 

Before we proceed, the key term anti-religious prejudice needs to be clarified. 

Stangor (2016) argues that it is vital to conceptualize stereotypes and prejudice 

within their cultural and social context due to their strong relationship with social 

norms. In the context of Sweden, there exist widespread negative attitudes toward 

religion (see 1.6.). However, by examining anti-religious prejudice and ways to 

reduce it, this study (and TFS) might argue that negative or critical perceptions 

about religion are unjustified. A possible response to why there exist anti-religious 

attitudes could be because religion is harmful, for example, by being oppressive or 

violent. This study does not contest that religion can be harmful in many respects. 

At the same time, it must be emphasized that religion does not have an inherent 

tendency towards harmful properties such as violence, oppression, or prejudice. 

Such notions often rest on an essentialization of religion that ignores historical, 

political, and social circumstances (Carlson, 2011; Cavanaugh, 2007; Fitzgerald, 

2007; King, 2007; Thurfjell, 2015). Thus, the view that religion is something alto-

gether negative (or positive) assumes that there exists an all-or-nothing answer. 

Contrary to this notion, religion can be seen as a multivalent phenomenon, that 
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can be both negative and positive (Paloutzian, 2017; Thurfjell, 2015). In short, 

religion as a category is too broad to be unilaterally classified as either negative or 

positive. Similar to other forms of prejudice (see, e.g., Dovidio et al., 2010; Sibley 

& Barlow, 2017) one could argue that anti-religious prejudice is negative attitudes 

towards individuals associated with religious group membership, based on a per-

ception of religion as a negative monolithic entity. Thus, it is one thing to criti-

cize, for example, specific religious forms and interpretations of being violent, 

misogynistic, or oppressive, and to identify these particular forms or interpreta-

tions with religion as a whole or as natural properties.  

 

Anti-religious prejudice 

In general, people are inclined to show prejudice toward groups that have dissimi-

lar values and beliefs to one’s own, and show tolerance toward groups that have 

similar values and beliefs (Brandt, Chambers, Crawford, Wetherell, & Reyna, 

2015; Brandt & Van Tongeren, 2017; Chambers & Melnyk, 2006; Kossowska, 

Czernatowicz-Kukuczka & Sekerde, 2017). In Sweden, this can manifest in an 

anti-religious prejudice since people in Sweden tend to be non-religious (see 1.6). 

 

There is no universally accepted definition of prejudice or what it constitutes, and 

the understanding of the phenomenon has changed over time (Duckitt, 2010: 

Stangor, 2016). However, prejudice is usually viewed as an unfavourable individ-

ual-level attitude towards a social group and its members, that can contribute to 

creating, legitimize or uphold hierarchical status relations between groups 

(Dovidio et al., 2010; Dovidio & Jones, 2019; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014; Kite & 

Whitey, 2016; Sibley & Barlow, 2017). This thesis will build on this view and 

draw from Reynolds, Subasic, Batalha & Jones (2017, p. 47) conceptualization of 

prejudice as holding negative attitudes toward others based exclusively on their 

membership of a given group.  

 

Thus, for this thesis, the working definition of anti-religious prejudice is: holding 

negative attitudes toward others based exclusively on their religious group mem-

bership.  
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1.6. Cultural context 

Since TFS’ storytelling method is aimed to remove misconceptions and prejudice 

about religion (see 1.7.), it is essential to describe the cultural context of contem-

porary Sweden regarding religion briefly. Sweden is, in many ways, one of the 

world’s most secular countries (Anderson & Sander, 2015). The well-known 

World Cultural Map (Ingelhart & Welzel, 2015) shows that Sweden has a sub-

stantial emphasis on a secular-rational value dimension (e.g., places less weight 

on religion, and traditional family values) while emphasizing strongly on a self-

expression value dimension (e.g., places a higher weight on trust and tolerance). 

In the cultural mapping of these value dimensions, Sweden characterizes the ex-

treme of the combination of these two value dimensions.  

 

The role of religion has also been shown in other studies conducted in Sweden 

(see, e.g., Klingenberg & Sjöborg, 2015). For example, most youths (age 16-24) 

view themselves as non-religious, especially youths who are born in Sweden with 

Swedish-born parents (Lövheim, 2012). Moreover, most youths in Sweden have 

sporadic contact with questions regarding religion and faith, and when they do 

encounter these questions, it is usually through the school and the mass media 

(Sjöborg, 2012). In addition to this, studies have shown that gender, study pro-

gram, parent’s level of education, and religiosity influence youths’ views on reli-

gious diversity and Religious Education. That is, those that are studying a higher 

education preparatory program, identify themselves as women and religious, and 

who have parents with higher education are also more likely to appreciate Reli-

gious Education and religious diversity (Sjöborg, 2013a; 2013b). Finally, research 

has shown how non-religious students in upper secondary school (age 18-19) tend 

to view Swedish society as enlightened and modern, and themselves as independ-

ent and free from religion. In turn, religion is often viewed as something out-

dated, oppressive, unscientific, and distant in both time and space, while religious 

people are seen as irrational and narrow-minded, and non-Swedish (Sjöborg, 

2015). However, Sjöborg (2015) also asserts that many students expressed toler-

ance against religion and religious people, despite the stereotypical, sceptical, and 

cynical image of religion. 
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The result is confirmed by Thurfjell (2015), who states that religion is often per-

ceived as alien or strange by ethnic Swedes. According to Thurfjell, there exists a 

familiar and palpable experience of living in a secular society. Similar to the re-

sults of Sjöborg (2015), religion is associated with the Other, i.e., that which be-

longs to religious minorities such as Muslims and Hindus, or Christian fundamen-

talists. According to Thurfjell (2015), this contributes to a self-aggrandizing con-

trast between one’s own secular, modern, enlightened, and progressive position 

and the Other’s religious, obsolete, and intolerant position. Furthermore, Thurfjell 

(2015) states that even though many have ambiguous feelings and associations to 

religion, there is a widely-held view that religion is redundant or destructive and 

that the world would be better off without it. There is a negative or critical attitude 

among many, where religion is viewed as something fictitious or stupid, and cou-

pled with violence, oppression, and intratextual fundamentalism. This stands in 

stark contrast to the U.S. were atheists are a disliked group and subject to both 

prejudice and discrimination (Paloutzian, 2017). This difference is important to 

keep in mind since most of the psychological research regarding prejudice has 

been conducted in North America (Kite & Whitley, 2016).  

1.7. Together for Sweden (TFS)  

To gain a better understanding of the storytelling method examined in this study, 

it is important to account for TFS’ background. "Together for Sweden" is one of 

many projects at ‘Fryshuset,’ which is a non-profit organization that works to 

achieve a positive social change and development with and for youths globally 

(see www.fryshuset.se for more information). TFS is focused on inter-religious 

guidance, dialogue, and training with and for youths, aimed at combating preju-

dice, extremism, and racism (Kjellsdotter Rydinger & Al Tawalbeh, 2014). The 

project has developed several methods, of which their storytelling is one of these. 

The storytelling provided by TFS usually consists of a two-hour session in which 

three storytellers from different religious backgrounds tell personal stories about 

their faith and experiences living in Sweden. The stories touch both positive expe-

riences and challenges and prejudices that the storytellers have faced. The stories 

are told in front of an audience, which often consists of students in upper second-

ary school (age 16-19). Students are then allowed to ask questions and reflect on 
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the stories, as well as relate them to their own lives and meetings with other peo-

ple. The discussions are facilitated by a moderator, who helps to guide the conver-

sations and ask questions within a ‘safe space’ to enhance the learning and effect 

of the storytelling.  
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Chapter 2 Previous research and theory 

2.1. Previous research  
The research review in this study focused on evaluations of interventions in real-

life settings than can situate TFS’ storytelling method in a more rigorous theoreti-

cal and methodological context. Several computer searches were conducted be-

tween 2017-03-25 and 2017-03-30, and then again between 2020-01-20 and 2020-

01-27. The searches used different combinations of keywords such as storytell-

ing/stories/story, and experiment and attitude/stereotype/prejudice and reduc-

tion/prevent/counter/intervention (e.g., storytelling AND experiment AND preju-

dice AND intervention)  

 

The searches were conducted through the databases Google Scholar, ERIC (Edu-

cation Resources Information Centre), PsychINFO, and Uppsala University’s 

online library.  All the scans were limited to peer-reviewed material and sorted by 

relevance. To find previous research that examined interventions similar to TFS’ 

storytelling method, the inclusion criteria were studies that evaluated interven-

tions/programs that utilized verbal or written storytelling as the primary method to 

improve intergroup attitudes or influence prevention, reduction, or change con-

cerning prejudice among youths in a school context. The exclusion criteria were 

any evaluation of an intervention/program that did not utilize an experimental 

design (randomized pre-post control design). The choosing of this criterion was 

based on the rigorous research design required to infer the causal effects of preju-

dice-reduction interventions (see discussion in Paluck & Green, 2009).  

 

The research review found five relevant articles. These studies will be briefly pre-

sented, and address the problem formulation, purpose, method, research data, and 

results of each study. Finally, after the presentation, there will be a short discus-

sion reflecting on the studies and clarifying their relation to the current study.  
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2.1.1. Experimental evaluations of storytelling interventions 
 

Liebkind, Mähönen, Solares, Solheim & Jasinskaja-Lahti (2014) point out that 

there exists a lack of rigorously evaluated prejudice-reduction intervention, espe-

cially in culturally diverse school contexts. The aim of the study was, therefore, to 

develop and evaluate an intervention promoting positive intergroup relations in 

culturally mixed school contexts through a field experiment. The participants in 

the study were students attending upper secondary schools in the capital area of 

Finland (grades 7–9; girls 49.9%; M= 15 years). Classes in the schools were ran-

domly chosen into the control and experiment conditions. The final sample con-

sisted of 288 majority and 100 minority students in the experiment condition and 

295 majority and 114 minority students in the control condition.  

 

The intervention consisted of 3 weekly 45-min sessions based on vicarious con-

tact theory, using written real-world stories about intergroup friendship and 

changes in outgroup attitudes among peer ‘role models’ to influence positive in-

tergroup relations. Each session was led by two social psychology students who 

had been trained to facilitate the sessions according to a structured design. Vari-

ous pedagogical methods were used in connection with the stories to promote ac-

tive learning, e.g., small group discussions, mind-maps, drawing cartoons, writ-

ing, and sharing their own stories. The control group followed the regular curricu-

lum.  

 

The baseline assessment was performed 1-2 weeks before the first session, and the 

follow-up assessment was performed 2-3 weeks after the final session. The effect 

of the intervention was assessed using measures of direct intergroup contact, out-

group attitudes, perceived importance of future contact, perceived ingroup peer 

norms, and intergroup anxiety (e.g., one-item 5-point Likert scales and feeling 

thermometer). The data was analysed using pairwise t-tests for the experimental 

groups and the control groups. The results showed a small positive and significant 

effect in only two outcomes; outgroup attitudes and perceived importance of fu-

ture contact. Further post hoc analyses showed that when the Finnish storytellers 

were perceived as more typical, there was a more positive change in outgroup 

attitudes, ingroup norms, and perceived importance of contact within the experi-
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mental. This effect was shown for both majority and minority participants, point-

ing to the importance of both outgroup exemplars for minority youth and ingroup 

role models (for majority youth). The authors conclude that future research and 

intervention development should implement larger samples, a more robust design 

and data analysis, and extend the intervention duration. 

 

In another study by Liebkind, Mäkinen, Jasinskaja-Lahti, Renvik & Solheim 

(2019), the authors point out that there is a need to scientifically test prejudice-

reduction tools in schools since many interventions are unevaluated or not evalu-

ated thoroughly enough regarding their effectiveness in a real-life setting. They 

also point out that previous research indicates that vicarious contact interventions 

can be one of the most promising tools for reducing prejudice. Thus, the research-

ers conducted a field experiment to test the same vicarious contact prejudice-

reduction intervention (Liebkind et al., 2014) in a school context.  

 

The primary purpose was to test, for the first time, the effect of the intervention 

among youths in improving outgroup attitudes when implemented independently 

by school teachers instead of researchers. The secondary purpose was to examine 

for whom school interventions are most effective when implemented by teachers, 

focusing on three moderators; initial outgroup attitudes, previous contact experi-

ence, and gender.  

 

The field experiment was conducted in Finland at ten different schools, and the 

sample consisted of 639 majority students (49.9% girls; mean age 13.6 years) at-

tending the 7th and 8th grades of Finnish secondary schools. The schools were 

divided into six control schools and four intervention schools. 61.3% of the stu-

dents participated in the experimental condition. Classes in the control school fol-

lowed the regular curriculum.  

 

The intervention consisted of 3 weekly 45-min sessions conducted by teachers or 

study councillors following an intervention manual. The baseline assessment was 

performed three weeks before the first session, and the follow-up assessment was 

performed three weeks after the final session. Outgroup attitudes were measured 

with an 11-point feeling thermometer, and a 5-point Likert scale measured prior 
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direct contact with outgroup friends with the question “How often are you in con-

tact with friends with an immigrant background." The data were analysed using 

repeated-measures analysis of variance (RM ANOVA) to test the effect of the 

intervention and whether it was moderated by gender, prior positive direct con-

tact, and prior outgroup attitudes.  

 

The results showed a non-significant interaction effect, indicating that the inter-

vention was not successful in improving outgroup attitudes. All of the moderating 

factors were also non-significant. This indicates the effect of the intervention was 

overall not dependent on prior outgroup attitudes, that it was not more useful for 

those with less previous experiences of direct outgroup contact, and that girls, in 

general, were not more receptive to compared to boys. However, there was a 

small but significant interaction effect for girls with baseline negative outgroup 

attitudes. Liebkind et al. (2019) conclude that the intervention could be improved 

by providing more captivating stories and increasing the number of sessions. They 

also suggest that further research could examine the student-teacher relationship 

since it might influence the effect of the intervention.  

 

In another field experiment by Mäkinen, Liebkind, Jasinskaja-Lahti & Renvik 

(2019), the same vicarious contact prejudice-reduction intervention (Liebkind et 

al., 2019) was tested in a Finnish school context. The purpose was to examine the 

effect of the intervention for both minority and majority students concerning out-

group attitudes, ingroup norms, and outgroup norms depending on the group 

membership of the role models/storytellers in the written stories (i.e., belonging to 

a majority or minority population).   

 

The field experiment was conducted in 6 Finnish secondary schools with students 

attending the 7th and 8th grades. 2 of the schools were assigned to the control 

condition. The final sample consisted of 583 students (51.4% girls; Mean age = 

13.4 years), of which 255 (43,74%) participated in the control condition. 75.8% of 

the 583 students were majority Finns, whose both parents were born in Finland. 

The rest of the participants had at least one foreign-born parent and were therefore 

categorized as belonging to the minority sample of the study.  
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The intervention consisted of 4 sessions with a duration of 45-minutes each. The 

sessions were delivered in two alternating sets. For one experimental group, the 

storyteller in the first set of stories had an ethnic majority storyteller while the 

second set had an ethnic minority storyteller. For the second experimental group, 

the order of storytellers was reversed. This procedure was chosen in order to ex-

pose the student with the viewpoints of both majority and minority role mod-

els/storytellers, which is both ecologically more valid and culturally sensitive re-

garding the culturally mixed classrooms. Furthermore, a new element was added 

to the intervention in which the students in both sets of the sessions were divided 

into small groups and given the assignment of filming and creating a video blog in 

which they portrayed a friendship story similar to those presented in the sessions.  

 

The pretest assessment was performed three weeks before the first session, a mid-

test a week before the switching of sets, and then a posttest two weeks after the 

final session. Outgroup attitudes were measured with a feeling thermometer scal-

ing from 0 = feelings extremely cold to 100 = feelings extremely warm. Perceived 

ingroup norms were assessed with a three-item measure asking participants to 

think about people with the same cultural background in general (the ingroup) and 

what they think about people with a different cultural background (outgroup) on a 

5-point Likert scale. Perceived outgroup norms were assessed by using the same 

three-item measure but with reversed out-and ingroup positions (i.e., Finns and 

foreign background). Quantity of direct contact with outgroup members was as-

sessed by a one-item measure using a 5-point Likes scale, asking, “How often do 

you spend time with people with foreign background/Finns? They can be, for ex-

ample, friends, parents of your friends, or neighbours”. Quality of direct contact 

was asses by a two-item 5-point Likes scale, asking, "How do you usually experi-

ence interacting with people with foreign background/Finns? How often do you 

experience interacting with them a) positive, b) negative?" In addition to these, 

there were several measures of perceived typicality and perceived similarity of 

self regarding the role models/storytellers. The data were analysed using a 2x2 

mixed ANOVA conducted individually for each majority/minority sample. 

 

The results showed a small but significant interaction effect regarding outgroup 

attitudes. However, the effect turned out to be due to the control group, i.e., the 
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attitudes of the students in the majority experimental group did not change, but 

they marginally improved in the control group. Furthermore, there was a non-

significant effect regarding the ethnic status of the storyteller, indicating that the 

indirect contact effect was not influenced by it. Similarly, there was a non-

significant effect on the dependent variables regarding the perceived similarity of 

self with the storytellers. The perceived typicality of the storytellers did, however, 

show a small but significant effect regarding ingroup norms among majority par-

ticipants. Finally, the results showed a small but significant interaction effect re-

garding outgroup norms, but only in the minority sample. The authors conclude 

that results might be due to the low number of sessions (i.e., the short duration of 

the intervention) and the focus on one method instead of combining multiple in-

tervention elements into one program. They also point out that a low implementa-

tion fidelity can be another reason for the results, i.e., the teacher might not have 

followed the intervention procedure as accurately as planned. 

 

In a similar study, Chongruksa et al. (2010) conducted a field experiment in order 

to evaluate a storytelling intervention that could contribute to the mitigating of 

unrest, mistrust, and prejudice among Thai-Buddhist and Thai-Muslims in south-

ern Thailand. The purpose of the study was to evaluate the effect of a storytelling 

intervention regarding multicultural understanding and respect. The authors point 

out that storytelling as a method provides an opportunity to learn more about reli-

gion and culture from within, what it means to people, and how people think and 

interpret life. This, in turn, can enhance a multicultural understanding and respect 

for others. 

 

The study was conducted in a municipal school in the Pattani. The school was 

selected due to the relatively proportional enrollment of Thai Muslims and Thai 

Buddhists compared to other schools in the area. The participants consisted of 54 

students (16 Thai-Muslims and 38 Thai-Buddhists and) attending the 6th grade 

who performed pre- and posttest. The students were randomly assigned to the ex-

periment and control groups. The intervention consisted of 18 written multicultur-

al stories (8 Thai-Buddhists, 7 Thai-Muslims) told over 18 sessions, each lasting 

50 minutes. In connection with the stories, there were different classroom activi-

ties and discussions that aimed to enhance the learning, e.g., through cooperative 
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learning and perspective-taking. The intervention was facilitated by a guidance 

teacher together with two of the authors and the counselling psychologist who 

acted as a teacher assistant. The control group participated in regular guidance 

hours.   

 

Multicultural understanding and multicultural respect were measured through the 

multicultural awareness questionnaire and the multicultural respect scale; both 

scales reflect Thai and Muslim culture in Thailand and are developed by two of 

the authors in the study. Independent and paired t-test were used in the data analy-

sis. The results showed a significant increase in multicultural understand and re-

spect for the experiment group while no significant increase for the control group. 

The authors concluded that the intervention was successful due to several reasons. 

For example, by using appropriate stories based on theoretical considerations, 

encouraging the students to compare and contrast the stories as well as asking the 

students to relate the stories to their own life, feelings, behaviours, and surround-

ing culture. Finally, the authors suggest that future research should impalement 

longitudinal studies and further develop the scales to obtain standardized validity.  

 

In a study by Law, Lam, Law & Tam (2017), the authors point out that few stud-

ies have examined the relationship between classroom goal orientation and stu-

dents’ acceptance of their classmates with learning difficulties. The authors also 

mention that there exists little research that has evaluated the effect of storytelling 

programs in schools, especially those that address students’ acceptance of peers 

with learning difficulties. Thus, the authors conducted a randomized control trial 

with 86 Grade 3 students (mean age = 8.43 years, 52% were boys) from a Hong 

Kong primary school. The students in the experiment condition (n = 45) attended 

a four-day story storytelling program about children with learning difficulties 

while the students in the control condition (n = 41) attended a similar storytelling 

program about environmental protection.  

 

The intervention was conducted four days in a row (2 hours each day) as extra-

curricular activities. The sessions were facilitated by teachers who had received 

intensive training for one week to be able to conduct the storytelling intervention. 

During the sessions, the teacher read out written and fictional stories about a pro-
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tagonist that had specific learning difficulties. The session was facilitated accord-

ing to a manual that employed various techniques used in drama education. For 

example, the students were invited to role-play the characters in the stories and 

explore the characters’ feelings and behaviours, help the characters solve prob-

lems, and to guess the ending of the stories.  

 

The pretest assessment was performed three weeks before the program and a post-

test one day after the final session. The pre- and posttest questionnaire consisted 

of adapted items from the Classroom Performance-Approach Goal Structure 

Scale, the Classroom Performance-Avoidance Goal Structure Scale, the Behav-

ioural Intention Scale, the Chedoke– McMaster Attitudes toward Children with 

Handicaps scale. The posttest questionnaire also consisted of a one-item donation 

question, asking the student to choose a fundraising activity in their schools. They 

could choose from four options, of which one concerned arranging tutoring ser-

vices for students with learning difficulties. For each option, the students were 

also requested to go home and ask their parents to sponsor the chosen cause. Ac-

cording to the authors, this measure reflects the students’ effort in helping peers 

with learning difficulties. To check the intervention quality across the groups, the 

students were also asked to rate the teaching on six statements. The data were ana-

lysed using t-tests, one-way ANOVA, chi-square, and ANCOVA.  

 

The results showed a significant negative correlation (r = -.33) between classroom 

goal orientation and behavioural acceptance, indicating that the students were less 

accepting toward their peers with learning difficulties the more the students per-

ceived that their classroom was performance-approach oriented. However, the 

ANCOVA analysis showed a small and non-significant effect regarding the inter-

vention effect on behavioural acceptance, using classroom performance-approach 

goals and performance-avoidance goals as covariates. In contrary, an ANCOVA 

with the same covariates showed a medium and significant effect regarding the 

affective acceptance, indicating that the students in the experimental condition 

were more likely to have a positive affective reaction to their peers with learning 

disabilities after the intervention, compared to the students in the control condi-

tion. Similarly, the results showed a significant difference between the experiment 

and control condition regarding the donation, indicating that the intervention en-
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couraged the students to help their peers with learning disabilities to a larger de-

gree. The authors conclude that future research should examine the processes un-

derlying the findings in the study, compare the storytelling program with other 

interventions, and investigating whether storytelling can have a similar effect on 

the attitudinal change regarding other social groups such as religious minorities.  

2.1.2. Conclusions of previous research 
Previous research studies have highlighted how many interventions in schools are 

unevaluated or not evaluated thoroughly enough regarding their effectiveness in 

addressing prejudice. This adds to the importance of the current study, which aims 

to evaluate the effect of TFS’ storytelling method, which can be a small contribu-

tion to the research field. Furthermore, the research review has shown the impo-

tence of appropriate data analysis. The studies that used several t-tests tended to 

find significant results (e.g., Liebkind et al., 2014) while studies that used more 

advanced analysis such as ANOVA (Mäkinen et al., 2019; Liebkind et al., 2019) 

tended to not find significant results, even with larger sample sizes. It is important 

to note that when having more than two comparisons of mean, t-tests can jeopard-

ize the standard alpha of 5% (Borg & Westerlund, 2012; Howell, 2013), thus in-

creasing the risk for type 1 errors. This has informed the data analysis in the cur-

rent studies (see 3.1.4.4. in chapter 3 for more information) in order to avoid a 

false-positive finding. Moreover, the studies highlight the need to use a robust 

research design (randomization, pre- and posttest with control groups) and a large 

sample size in order to assess the causal effect of the interventions. However, due 

to practical reasons, this design was not possible to implement in this thesis (see 

3.1.2 in chapter 3 for more information). Thus, this thesis is only intended to pro-

vide an initial evaluation and indication of the causal effect of TFS’ storytelling 

method concerning anti-religious prejudice among youths attending upper sec-

ondary school in Sweden. 

 

Also, several of the studies used Likert scales and feeling thermometers as a 

means of evaluating the effect of the interventions regarding prejudice-reduction. 

This has informed the choice of measures in the current study in order to evaluate 

the effect of TFS’s storytelling method (see 3.1.4.2 in chapter 3 for more infor-

mation).  
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It is also important to note that the previous research used written storytelling, 

whereas TFS is using personal and verbal storytelling. This could add to a more 

robust effect by making the intervention more captivating (see Liebkind et al., 

2019). At the same time, the previous research has indicated that a longer duration 

(i.e., multiple-session interventions) tends to improve the effectivness of the inter-

vention (see also Ülger et al., 2018). Thus, the current study can provide some 

tentative insights into whether more personal and captivating storytelling can pro-

duce an effect through a single-session design. 

 

Finally, several of the studies used a version of the intergroup contact theory as a 

basis for the interventions. This theory suggests that people who engage in posi-

tive intergroup contact are less likely to be prejudiced toward outgroup members 

than those who do not have such contact experiences. The theory also suggests 

that positive intergroup contact can take many forms, such as direct face-to-face 

contact, extended contact, virtual contact, imagined contact, and vicarious contact 

(Dovidio, Love, Schellhaas & Hewstone, 2017). More specifically, for the studies 

mentioned in this section, it is assumed that vicarious intercultural contact provid-

ed through storytelling can lessen the perceived strangeness of the outgroup and 

provide opportunities for disconfirming stereotypes by highlighting the unique 

individual. The importance of positive intergroup contact in reducing prejudice 

has previously been well documented within social psychology (see, e.g., Lemmer 

& Wagner, 2015; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). Moreover, studies have shown that 

low levels of intergroup contact are associated with a lack of knowledge and em-

pathy regarding the perceived outgroup (Stephan & Stephen 2017). Studies have 

further illustrated that the reduction in prejudice provided by an intercultural con-

tact can be generalized across situations and different outgroups (i.e., the positive 

effects from the contact with one religious outgroup can transfer to another reli-

gious outgroup or racial minority) as well as from an individual outgroup member 

to the outgroup as a whole (Gross, 2015). However, it is essential to note that the 

positive effects of an intercultural contact are based on Allport’s (1954) well-

known principles for reducing prejudice (i.e., the contact hypothesis). These states 

that an equal status, group cooperation toward shared goals, institutional support, 

and potential for acquaintance are needed for a possible reduction of prejudice in 
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an intergroup contact (Brown 2010; Gross, 2015). Although Pettigrew and 

Troop’s (2006) meta-analysis shows that these conditions are rather facilitating 

than necessary (see also Tausch & Hewstone, 2010), this might have a limiting 

effect on brief (and imagined) intercultural contacts provided through storytelling. 

The next part of this thesis will thus begin by clarifying how storytelling can be 

informed from a boarder social identity perspective.  

2.2. Presentation of theory  

This section serves as an orientation to previous research and concepts within so-

cial psychology that will be used to understand prejudice and to set TFS’ storytell-

ing method in a theoretical context. It also functions as a framework for both the 

quantitative and qualitative data in the study and to inform the discussion of the 

findings at the end of the study (chapter 5). First, there will be a short theoretical 

background of the research regarding prejudice and the social identity perspective 

utilized in this study. The presentation will then turn to how prejudice is under-

stood within a social identity perspective by breaking down the concept of preju-

dice in three sub-categories; cognition, emotion, and intention. Then the thesis 

will present different theoretical suggestions of prejudice reduction based on the 

theoretical framework. Finally, the chapter will end with a summary of the most 

critical points. 

2.2.1. Theoretical background 

Much of the psychological research regarding prejudice has been conducted in 

North America. Thus, the psychological research of prejudice has followed issues, 

historical circumstances, and social trends in the United States (Kite & Whitley, 

2016). The historical shifts in major theoretical approaches to prejudice have 

changed considerably since the last century, going from psychodynamic theories 

that viewed prejudice as unconscious defence mechanisms or an expression of 

pathological needs, to the contemporary cognitive and evolutionary theories that 

view it as an inventible consequence of rational thought processes, as well as af-

fective and motivationally driven (Duckitt, 2010; Kite & Whitley, 2016; Sibley & 

Barlow, 2017).  
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A preeminent theoretical approach that anchors several of these current view-

points is the social identity perspective (Hogg, Abrams, Otten & Hinkle, 2004; 

Hogg, Abrams & Brewer, 2017; Reimer, Schmid, Hewstone & Al Ramiah, 2020; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner 1985). This social psychological perspective can be 

viewed as an overarching framework that links categorization and identity pro-

cesses with social structures and contexts (Abrams & Hogg, 2010; Reimer et al., 

2020). Moreover, it has a prominent influence on how social categories and the 

self-concept are understood within social psychology, and it addresses a wide 

range of aspects that relates to intergroup behaviour and how people construct and 

use stereotypes (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014). Thus, it is a 

central perspective that binds together several vital concepts within social psy-

chology that explains prejudice (Sibley & Barlow, 2017). Furthermore, the social 

identity perspective incorporates a variety of compatible and integrated sub-

concepts such as social identity, self-categorization, and intergroup emotion 

(Abrams & Hogg, 2010; Hogg, Abrams & Brewer, 2017; Maitner, Smith & 

Mackie, 2017; Reynolds et al., 2017). Finally, the social identity perspective and 

categorization theories have produced robust and successful prejudice-reduction 

strategies within laboratory contexts than can inform various real-life interven-

tions (Paluck & Green, 2009).  

 

To understand how prejudice can be reduced or prevented, the thesis will first turn 

to how prejudice can be understood within this social psychological framework. 

The concepts presented below do not constitute a theoretical model in itself. They 

are somewhat different key concepts and components that have been found useful 

in understanding prejudice. Thus, the presentation provides a theoretical orienta-

tion so that the different ways to reduce or prevent prejudice (see 2.2.3) becomes 

more comprehensible.    

2.2.2. Prejudice  

Similar to other attitudes, prejudice often involves three related components; a 

cognitive (e.g., beliefs), affective (e.g., strong feelings), and conative component, 

e.g., intentions to behave in a certain way (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010; Dovidio et 
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al., 2010; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014) or the behaviour itself toward members of a 

group (Kite & Whitey, 2016).  

2.2.2.1. Cognition 

The cognitive component of prejudice relates to stereotypes (Gross, 2015; 

Stangor, 2016), which are shared pictures or beliefs about social groups and its 

members (e.g., their characteristics, attributes or behaviours). This is viewed as a 

product of fundamental and universal psychological mechanism (i.e., categoriza-

tion) that helps us comprehend and structure the vast information in everyday life 

by reducing the multifaceted stimulus to a manageable level through sorting peo-

ple and objects into meaningful categories (Brown, 2010; Dovidio & Jones, 2019; 

Gaertner, Dovidio, Houlette, 2010). Social categorization is when this simplifica-

tion and generalization of social information classify people as members of vari-

ous groups based on the perceived appearance of shared similarities, which in 

extension creates stereotypes (Brown, 2010; Maitner, Smith & Mackie. 2017; 

Reimer et al., 2020). This can make one perceive individuals of the same per-

ceived group as more similar than they are (within-group minimization), and the 

differences between members of different categories tend to become amplified or 

overstressed (between-group maximisation). Thus, categorization increases per-

ceptions of similarities within groups and differences between different groups. 

As the salience of categorizations increases, the degree of these alterations or dis-

tortions also expands (Dovidio & Jones, 2019). For social categorization, this pro-

cess is usually more dangerous than for nonhuman objects since these within- and 

between-group distortions tend to be viewed as inherent in nature of the groups, 

and generalized to additional dimensions (e.g., character traits) beyond those that 

distinguished the categories from the beginning, as well as contributing to the de-

humanization of outgroup members (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010; Dovidio & Jones, 

2019). As such, social categorization is a central mechanism behind prejudice and 

biases since it guides and influences our daily social interactions and judgments 

(Brown, 2010; Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010; Kite & Whitley, 2016).  

 

The consequence of social categorization is that people divide themselves into 

ingroups (us) and outgroups (them). The mere categorization can, in turn, provide 

the necessary condition for people to begin to favour their group over others, e.g., 



 21 

through a specific behaviour or in the form of biased evaluative judgments 

(Brown, 2010; Dovidio & Jones, 2019). Numerous research findings in various 

contexts, and with different kind of participants, have shown that this process is so 

easily formed that it can be created from the most minimal of conditions, such as 

merely belonging to a random group, without face-to-face interaction, internal 

group structure or group relations, and without a set of norms or possibilities to 

act along self-interests (Brown, 2010; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014; Kite & Whitley, 

2016). Furthermore, through social categorization, people derive a social identity, 

which is the part of one’s self-concept that develops from group membership that 

is important to the person. This identity provides a definition and evaluation of 

who one is and what it entails concerning the group to which they belong. 

 

Consequently, one has as many social identities as there are groups that one feels 

that one belongs to. The social identity is also separate from personal identity, 

which is the part of one’s self-concept that is derived from personal, interpersonal 

relationships, and personality traits (Hogg & Vaughan, 2014). The social identity 

and group identification address various fundamental needs and is associated with 

several psychological benefits (e.g., belonging, increased self-esteem and certain-

ty about the social world and ourselves) that can be achieved through social com-

parison that favourable differentiate the ingroup from the outgroup (thus provid-

ing a distinct positive self-identity). This, in turn, can initiate an intergroup bias, 

primarily in the form of ingroup favouritism (which is before, and not inherently 

related with, outgroup hostility or negativity) that in extension can produce a 

foundation for prejudice and intergroup antagonism (Brewer, 2017; 2019; Dovidio 

& Jones, 2019; Gaertner et al., 2016; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014). This intergroup 

bias tends to result in prejudice and discrimination when people identify strongly 

with the ingroup and feel threatened by an outgroup, i.e., when protecting a val-

ued “us” against a perceived threat from “them” (Reimer et al., 2020). 

 

Finally, stereotypes are cognitive shortcuts that people employ as a default unless 

they are moved to go beyond these cognitive shortcuts and use more effort (Fiske 

& Russell, 2010). These categories or pictures are not necessarily inaccurate or 

exaggerated (Jussim et al., 2016), but they can still be simplified and biased 

(Brown, 2010; Stangor, 2016). Besides being descriptive (i.e., how outgroup 
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members are believed to behave) they can also be prescriptive (i.e., asserting how 

outgroup members should behave and be like), thus putting limits on the outgroup 

members (e.g., religious individuals must interpret their sacred text in a literal 

fashion). Thus, stereotypes can be both negative or indirect negative, that is, they 

can be superficially positive (e.g., women are naturally warm and helpful) but 

subtly limit and subordinate the status of a social group and reinforce pre-existing 

inequalities (Brown, 2010; Kite & Whitley, 2016).  

2.2.2.2. Emotion  

The affective component is often related to the evaluation or emotional response 

to the members of a social group. These evaluations or feelings are related to how 

an individual treats an outgroup and its members (see, e.g., overview provided by 

Mackie, Maitner & Smith, 2016). This is especially important concerning preju-

dice for at least two reasons. Since emotions are aroused automatically, it can 

provoke feelings such as discomfort in the interaction with an outgroup even if 

one consciously rejects a stereotype. Second, emotions influence cognition and 

vice versa. In turn, emotions can motivate behaviour, i.e., it disposes individuals 

to act in specific ways (Kite and Whitley, 2016), and often more so than stereo-

types (Fiske, Harris, Lee & Russell, 2016; Fiske & Taylor, 2017; Fiske, 2019).  

2.2.2.3. Intention 

The conative component sometimes relates to the intention of behaving negatively 

toward an outgroup (Dovidio et al., 2010). However, contemporary research often 

distinguishes between controlled and automatic processes, with an emphasis on 

the unintentional aspects. This is due to numerous research findings that demon-

strate how stereotypic associations and prejudice can operate both detached and 

despite countervailing intentions (Forscher & Devine, 2016). Consequently, stere-

otypes can be triggered in memory without people being aware that it is occurring, 

and influence one’s behaviour even without any conscious intentions. Thus, re-

searchers have made a distinction between implicit and explicit prejudice. The 

former is the automatic reactions that happen outside one’s conscious awareness, 

and the latter is the attitudes that one is aware of and can control. (Kite & Whitley, 

2016).  
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However, Olson and Zabel (2016) assert that a fuller understanding of prejudice 

calls for integration between these processes instead of simply mapping explicit 

prejudice onto controllable behaviour and implicit prejudice onto unconscious 

behaviour such as body language or physical distance. For example, the authors 

argue that when unconsciously attitudes (i.e., implicit prejudice) are spontaneous-

ly activated (i.e., activated upon the perception of an attitude object) they can in-

fluence behaviour if there are no motivational concerns or situational factors (e.g., 

cognitive resources or time) that can make us act differently than what the auto-

matically activated attitudes imply. Thus, when people are properly motivated, 

and they have the opportunity to consider behavioural alternatives, the impact on 

judgment and behaviour made by automatic responses can be reduced (see also 

Fazio & Olson, 2014).  

2.2.3. Prejudice reduction  

A large body of psychological research has theorized and tested interventions that 

intend to improve intergroup relations through changing intergroup attitudes (see 

Paluck & Green, 2009, for an overview). Many of these approaches are designed 

to improve intergroup relations, based on the concepts described in the previous 

section (see, e.g., Brewer, 2019; Dovidio & Jones, 2019). Furthermore, Dixon, 

Durrheim, Stevenson, and Cakal (2017) asserts that although different theoretical 

perspectives have inspired different interventions, it is possible to identify some 

common principles that generally underlie the attempts to reduce prejudice. This 

often involves creating internal cognitive and affective shifts in targeted individu-

als. The cognitive shifts usually concern a change in stereotypes that influence the 

tendency to view others as only exemplars of a particular social group. The affec-

tive shift involves a change of how ingroup members feel towards outgroup mem-

bers, reducing negative feelings (e.g., dislike or anxiety), or promoting positive 

feelings such as empathy (Dixon et al., 2017).  The study will first turn to these 

two aspects to inform of how TFS’ storytelling might influence a self-perceived 

change regarding anti-religious prejudice. Finally, it will shortly inform how a 

shift in intentions might hamper prejudice.  
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2.2.3.1. Cognitive shifts 

Stories are important to human beings. It is something that frames our condition 

as humans and confers a shared meaning and significance. As such, storytelling 

can provide a way of mediate one’s point of view to others and elicit an emotional 

response (Kearney, 2002). Storytelling can thus contribute to a mutual under-

standing and create opportunities to meet (positive intergroup contact) people that 

one would otherwise never meet. It also provides a chance to learn more about 

religion and culture from within, what it means to people, and how people think 

and interpret life. This, in turn, can enhance a multicultural understanding and 

respect for others (Chongruksa et al., 2010). Consequently, the primary power of 

methods such as storytelling might be its ability to enabling one to see others and 

one’s religion or culture through different eyes. It also provides the possibility of 

sharing and understanding another person’s feelings. This is consistent with Petti-

grew and Tropp’s (2008) meta-analysis, which demonstrated that knowledge and 

empathy are two key mediators in reducing prejudice (see also Al Ramiah & 

Hewstone, 2013). If a method conveys counter-stereotypic information in a factu-

al manner (i.e., presenting knowledge), they are also more likely to be shared and 

remembered over time (Kite & Whitley, 2016). The use of counter-stereotypic 

information is also mentioned by Fiske and Russell (2010) as a possible way of 

addressing biases. Although cognitive tendencies toward stereotypes are slow to 

change and hard to modify, the authors assert that relevant and plentiful infor-

mation can change people’s stereotypes.  

 

However, at the same time, it is important to note that changing beliefs through 

counter-stereotypic information is difficult since people often ignore, distort, for-

get, or attribute away conflicting knowledge (Stangor, 2016). Instead, different 

methods could have a more significant function in addressing the variability of a 

group, that is, making the stereotypes less representative instead of untrue. This 

possibility is also consistent with other theoretical suggestions from social psy-

chology. For example, Brown (2010) points out that a striking counter-example of 

an outgroup member, who is perceived as typical, can effectively induce a stereo-

type change, making it less potent and thus reduce prejudice (see also Kite & 

Whitley, 2016). Hence, different methods can reduce prejudice by providing ex-

amples that disconfirm the stereotypes but nevertheless are regarded as typical for 
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the stereotyped group. This is also supported by recent meta-analytic findings 

(McIntyre, Paolini & Hewstone, 2016), which suggests that stereotype change is 

maximized when outgroup exemplars are perceived as relatively prototypical, 

especially if these have high perceived validity (i.e., trustworthiness). Further-

more, this effect is not limited to the stereotyped group in question. The discon-

firming example or information about one group can also create a stereotype 

change about another social group if the stereotypes are rooted in similar dimen-

sions (Kite & Whitley, 2016). 

 

Still, it is important to remember that stereotypes are often preserved through 

cognitive processes such as confirmation bias and subtyping or by our emotional 

investment in sustaining the differences between ingroups and outgroups (Dixon 

et al., 2017). Thus, another way could be to address the categorization process 

itself. For example, following recent research (e.g., Prati, Crisp, Meleady & Rubi-

ni, 2016), an intervention could humanize perceived outgroup members by high-

lighting multiple affiliations (i.e., multiple categorizations). For example, by illus-

trating a multiple group membership (e.g., Swedish Muslim), which reduces prej-

udice by emphasizing the person’s individuality. This effect can also be increased 

if attention is drawn to a group membership that both the ingroup and outgroup 

persons share, such as a similar age (Crisp, 2010; Prati et al., 2016). Furthermore, 

by sharing at least one group memberships, positive intergroup attitudes and emo-

tions can be elicited (Dovidio & Jones, 2019; Maitner, Smith & Mackie, 2017). 

Nevertheless, it is important to note that the beneficial effect of having many cat-

egories is primarily present when these are unrelated to each other (Brown, 2010: 

Crisp, 2010).  

2.2.3.2. Affective shifts 

Another way to reduce prejudice is through affective shifts, that is, by eliciting 

empathy. Empathy is the ability to feel and identify with the experiences, emo-

tions, thoughts, and attitudes of others. This can arise from taking the perspective 

of others and seeing the world from their point of view (Brown, 2010; Hogg & 

Vaughan, 2014). However, it is important to note that there is a distinction be-

tween perspective-taking and empathy. Both are related, but the former is cogni-

tion-based (e.g., see the pain) while the latter is feeling based (e.g., feel the pain), 
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such as having a reaction to the emotional experience of the other individual or 

experiencing a similar emotional response (Hogg & Vaughan, 2014; Stephan & 

Finley, 1999).  

 

Research has consistently demonstrated that individuals that are high on empathy 

tend to be low on prejudice. Empathy is also generally related to both a lower ex-

plicit and implicit prejudice (Kite & Whitley, 2016). Furthermore, simple empa-

thy instructions (e.g., try to imagine how the other person feel and identify with 

the person’s feelings) and perspective taking exhortations in experiments have 

shown to induce more favourable outgroup attitudes, reduce prejudice, and influ-

ence a positive intergroup behaviour (Kite & Whitley, 2016; Mackie, Maitner & 

Smith, 2016; Stephan & Finley, 1999). Finally, research findings have demon-

strated how perspective-taking can elicit empathy for individual outgroup mem-

bers that is also extended to other individual outgroup members of the same group 

(see, e.g., Shih, Wang, Trahan Bucher & Stotzer, 2009).  

 

2.2.3.3. Intentional shifts 

Unconsciously attitudes can be spontaneously activated and influence behaviour if 

there is no motivational concern (Olson & Zabel, 2016). Thus, if an intervention 

changes people’s intention, the impact on judgment and behaviour made by auto-

matic responses can be reduced (see Fazio & Olson, 2014). By facilitating inten-

tional shifts that improve intentional attitudes, one might hamper automatically 

activated attitudes (i.e., implicit prejudice) and its influence on behaviour. At the 

same time, it is important to note that recent meta-analytic findings show weak 

correlations between changes in implicit prejudice and measures of explicit preju-

dice and behavioural changes (Forscher et al., 2019). Thus, it can have a limited 

effect in itself.  

2.2.4. Summary   

To summarize, prejudice in contemporary social psychology is often viewed as 

complex and multifaceted, and a substantial body of psychological research has 

identified some common factors that can contribute to the development of preju-

dice, stereotyping, and discrimination. Based on these factors there exists different 
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suggestion of how TFS’ storytelling can prevent and reduce prejudice through 

cognitive and affective shifts. For example, it can convey counter-stereotypic in-

formation and induce stereotype change of religious outgroups through the story-

tellers themselves that are viewed as prototypical, but whose personal stories dis-

confirm the stereotypes of religious outgroups. The stories can also humanize per-

ceived outgroup members by highlighting multiple group membership, emphasiz-

ing the person’s individuality, and draw attention to a group membership that the 

storytellers and the audience share, e.g., Swedish Muslim, similar age, etc. The 

personal stories can also elicit empathy, enabling others to see other’s religion or 

culture through different eyes. It also provides the possibility of sharing and un-

derstanding another person's feelings. Finally, by inducing cognitive and affective 

shifts, the stories could facilitate intentional shifts that might hamper automatical-

ly activated attitudes, which in turn could influence a behavioural shift. 
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Chapter 3 Method and Material  

3.1. Method 

The following chapter describes the design and methods used in this mix-method 

study. The structuring of the chapter is based on three important components. The 

first is the research approach, the second is the research design, and the third is 

the explicit research methods of data collection, analysis, and interpretation 

(Bryman, 2012, p. 45; Creswell & Creswell, 2018 p. 3). These three components 

will be presented to provide a framework for the study.  

3.1.1. Research approach 

The research approach or strategy can be viewed as the general orientation and 

plan used in research (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This study is 

assuming a mixed-methods approach. This can be defined as an: 

inquiry involving collecting both quantitative and qualitative data, integrating the two 

forms of data, and using distinct designs that may involve philosophical assumptions and 

theoretical frameworks. The core assumption of this form of inquiry is that the integration 

of qualitative and quantitative data yields additional insights beyond the information pro-

vided by either the quantitative or qualitative data alone. (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 4).       

 

Historically, the mixed-method approach has roots in various fields, including 

both psychology and evaluation research (Yin, 2015). It represents a practical al-

ternative utilizing both quantitative and qualitative methods and can be viewed as 

a new approach originating around the late 1980s and early 1990s (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). Somewhat simplified, a quantitative inquiry investigates a re-

search problem by gathering numeric data and uses statistical procedures while a 

qualitative approach relies on text data and seeks to understand the world from the 

participant’s point of view (Bryman, 2012; Yin, 2015).  
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The advantage of quantitative research is its ability to employ measurement and 

establish correlational relationships. By emphasizing on quantification in the col-

lection and examination of data, it can create hypotheses and test theories by ex-

amining the relationship among variables. This also enables it to generalize the 

finding since the variables can be measured, and the data can be statistically ana-

lysed (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The disadvantage of quantita-

tive research is its inability to address issues of meaning adequately. People inter-

pret the world around them and create meaning within their context. This is some-

thing that cannot always be measured by quantitative methods, such as question-

naires. The measurement process also has a risk of appearing more accurate and 

precise than it is. Furthermore, the connection between the measurements that are 

developed and the concepts that they are supposed to touch upon is instead as-

sumed as real (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Yin, 2015).  

 

The advantage of qualitative research is the in-depth focus that enables it to study 

the meaning that people make in their lives. It can capture their perspective, repre-

sent their views, and account for the contextual conditions which people live in. 

Due to its in-depth approach, it can contribute new insights that help to explain 

and understand human thinking and social behaviour. The disadvantage of quali-

tative research is its inability to generalize and its difficulty in measure and estab-

lish relationships between factors (Bryman, 2012; Yin, 2015) 

 

At a general level, the mixed methods approach has a strength by drawing from 

both quantitative and qualitative research, thereby compensating each other’s 

limitations. It can also offer a more complete understanding of the area of inquiry 

by elucidating quantitative results with qualitative data (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). Moreover, qualitative data can reinforce quantitative findings, and quanti-

tative research can prepare the ground for the qualitative inquiry by allowing in-

terview participants to be purposively sampled (Bryman, 2012). Furthermore, 

mixed methods have direct relevance for this study since it can be used in evalua-

tions to study whether an intervention has an effect, as well as provide an under-

standing of the effects (Yin, 2015). Finally, by using two data sources, the evalua-

tion makes use of triangulation (Bryman, 2012, Creswell & Creswell, 2018), thus 

increasing its accuracy and credibility. 
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3.1.2. Research design 

Research designs are the different types of inquiries within qualitative, quantita-

tive, or mixed-method approaches that provide directions and guide the proce-

dures in the research (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The strategy 

chosen for this thesis was a quasi-experimental design, which is commonly used 

in applied psychology to assess various interventions that might improve the hu-

man condition (Reichardt, 2009). This can be defined in the following way: 

Experimental research seeks to determine if a specific treatment influence an outcome. The 

researcher assesses this by providing specific treatment to one group and withholding it 

from another and then determining how both groups scored on an outcome. Experiments 

include true experiments, with random assignments of subjects to treatment conditions, and 

quasi-experiments that uses nonrandomized assignments (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 

12).       

 

The function of experimental research is to assess the causal effect of a treatment 

or approach (Johnson, 2012; Robson & MacCartan, 2016). A quasi-experiment 

shares this goal but do not apply random assignments of subjects to groups 

(Reichardt, 2009). A random selection helps to protect the experiment from con-

founding variables that can influence the results (Borg & Westerlund, 2012; Bry-

man, 2012). However, in natural settings such as schools, random selection is not 

always possible (Johnson, 2012). Instead, a quasi-experimental design can make 

use of naturally occurring control groups that are already relatively like each other 

(Johnson, 2012; Squirrell, 2012). Moreover, experimental and quasi-experimental 

designs are often viewed as the gold standard for evaluations and considered to 

work well when an evaluation has summative intentions (Bryman, 2012; Squirrell, 

2012). The quasi-experimental design is thus adequate for this study since the aim 

is to evaluate the effect of TFS’ storytelling method, which is used in real-world 

settings such as schools.  

 

To assess the influence of an intervention, there must be a comparison between 

what happened before and after the intervention is implemented, and what would 

happen if the intervention had not been applied (Reichardt, 2009). Thus, the qua-

si-experiment in this study used a nonequivalent-group design (Reichardt, 2009, 

p. 54), i.e., a comparison with nonrandomized experiment and control groups in a 
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pretest and posttest arrangement. The pretest and posttest control arrangement is 

both easy to derive and understand (Reichardt, 2009), and it meets some of the 

methodological standards stressed by Paluck and Green (2009). Furthermore, the 

quasi-experimental design in this study was implemented in an explanatory se-

quential mixed-method fashion. This involves:  

a two-phase data collection project in which the researcher collects quantitative data in the 

first phase, analyses the results, and then uses the results to plan (or build on to) the second, 

qualitative phase. The quantitative results typically inform the types of participants to be 

purposefully selected for the qualitative phase and the types of questions that will be asked 

of the participants. The overall intent of this design is to have the qualitative data help ex-

plain in more detail the initial quantitative results (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 222).    

 

By connecting the two databases, the quantitative findings in this study can in-

form the data collection of the qualitative data. In turn, the qualitative data can 

elucidate the quantitative results by providing a more in-depth understanding of 

the self-perceived effect of TFS’ storytelling method, consequently enhancing the 

quality of the evaluation. This is especially important since the same negative atti-

tude toward different social groups (e.g., religious groups) can have specific emo-

tional reactions, e.g., contempt for Christians and fear towards Muslims (Kite & 

Whitley, 2016: Sng, Williams & Neuberg, 2017). Thus, the qualitative data can 

nuance the data retrieved from the quantitative phase. Finally, the empirical test-

ing and assessment of TFS’ storytelling method through this design address an 

urgent need for evaluating prejudice-reduction interventions in a methodologically 

rigorous fashion and real-world setting, especially concerning religious prejudice 

(Paluck & Green, 2009).  

3.1.3. Research method 

This component relates to the techniques that are used to gather data and the 

forms of analysis and interpretation that are used in the study (Bryman, 2012; 

Creswell & Creswell, 2018). As mentioned earlier, the data was gathered in two 

phases. The first phase consisted of a quantitative data collection in the form of a 

self-completion questionnaire distributed before and after the storytelling event 

(see 3.1.4 for more information). The self-completion questionnaire is a quick and 

convenient way to collect numeric data of attitudes towards a social group (Bry-
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man, 2012). Finally, the second phase consisted of qualitative interviews with 

participants from the experiment condition (see 3.1.5 for more information). The 

qualitative research interview seeks to understand the world from the participant’s 

point of view and elicit meaning out of his or her experiences (Kvale & Brink-

mann, 2009). It is also flexible, open, and is like an ordinary conversation (Yin, 

2015). Next, the presentation will describe each of the phases in more detail.  

3.1.4. Phase 1 – Quantitative  

3.1.4.1. Sampling phase 1 

Since the evaluation took place in connection to TFS’ prescheduled activities in 

school classes, the selection process was based on a convenience sample (Cre-

swell & Creswell, 2018, p. 150), i.e., it is a non-random sample in which the re-

spondents are chosen based on their availability and convenience as naturally 

formed groups (e.g., school classes). Furthermore, the data collection took place at 

a high school (gymnasium) in the urban area of Stockholm in the fall of 2017. The 

high school has several program orientations, but the school classes chosen for the 

evaluation consisted of Social Science Programme students (higher education 

preparatory program), which aims to develop student’s knowledge about societal 

conditions and how these vary over space and time. The school and classes were 

chosen in collaboration with the staff at TFS based on the school’s availability 

and interest in participating in the evaluation, as well as its ability to provide four 

high school classes (2 classes constituting the experiment group/condition and two 

classes constituting the control group/condition). Following suggestions from 

Creswell and Creswell (2018) and Johnson (2012), the school classes were rela-

tively similar regarding demographic factors (see 4.1. for more information), class 

sizes (32 students in each class), and curriculum. The number of classes and par-

ticipants were chosen due to considerations of access, power, and effect size for 

the inferential analysis of the quantitative data. The power was calculated using 

the G*Power software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang & Buchner, 2007; 2009) for a mixed 

ANOVA (repeated measures, within-between interaction) approach, which rec-

ommended a minimum of 54 participants as the total sample size, based on a me-

dium effect size (0.5), 2x2 design, an alpha level of 0.05, and power of 0,95, 

(Borg & Westerlund, 2012; Howell, 2013). To account for possible dropout, the 
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study aimed to have two classes with a total of 64 students in both the experiment 

and control condition. The study was designed to detect a large to medium effect 

size mainly due to what was practical possible with the school and the scope of 

this thesis. However, large and medium effect sizes are also more practically sig-

nificant in relation to TFS’ goal in being able to prevent and reduce prejudice. 

Thus, it could be argued that even if there is a small effect size, this would not be 

practically significant concerning TFS’s goal and the time and resources invested 

in the intervention (see, e.g., discussion in York, 2017 on practical significance). 

Due to dropouts (e.g., not willing to participate, missing data on questions, tech-

nical errors, or attending only one of the pre- and posttest occasions), the final 

sample consisted of 59 participants, with 25 in the experiment condition and 34 in 

the control condition. 

3.1.4.2. Measurements  

Since prejudice is a multifaceted and complex phenomenon that can take different 

forms both between and within people, there is no single measurement that can 

fully capture all its aspects (Olson & Zabel, 2016). Thus, the current study needed 

more than one measurement. As prejudice can be viewed as consisting of cogni-

tive, affective, and conative components, the study used different types of 

measures that can assess each of these aspects concerning anti-religious prejudice. 

The use of multiple measurements can strengthen the evaluation since the differ-

ent measures can compensate for each other’s limitations (Kite & Whitley, 2016). 

As anti-religious prejudice appears to be a rather unexplored issue within psycho-

logical research (see 5.3 in Chapter 5 for more information), a suitable way of 

assessing stereotypes is through free-response measures, in which participants 

make their lists of characteristics rather than using a preconceived list offered by a 

researcher. Based on examples provided by Kite and Whitley (2016), the study 

drew from the study of Eagly, Mladinic, and Otto (1994). Thus, the participants 

wrote down the first three characteristics that come to mind when they thought of 

religious people. After completing this task, the participants indicated the valence 

(whether negative or positive) of their associations by listing where they place the 

attribute on a 7-point negative-positive scale. The sum of these ratings was then 

used to examine whether the total valence changed between the pretest and post-



 34 

test. By using this open-ended format, the study could elicit the respondents’ 

views about religious people. However, it is possible that the respondents could 

construct new beliefs when confronted with this task. Nevertheless, based on the 

research presented in 1.6, it seems reasonable that the participants in this study 

should have engendered at least some views concerning religious people. Thus, 

there is no need to invent new beliefs if they have stored views that they can 

readily access. 

An appropriate way of measuring the affective component is through a self-

reported, single-item Feeling Thermometer where the respondents indicate how 

warmly or positive they feel toward a given group, ranging from 0 (cold) to 100 

(warm). This measure has often demonstrated high reliability (Correll et al., 

2010), and correlate with a notable number of other measures (Olson & Zabel, 

2016). It has also been employed in numerous experiments across different con-

texts to measure prejudice (see, e.g., a meta-analysis from McIntyre, Paolini, and 

Hewstone, 2016), including Sweden (e.g., Agerström & Rooth, 2009). The Feel-

ing Thermometer in this study drew from Agerström and Rooth (2009) and used a 

single-item 10-point scale with 0 being very negative and cold feelings toward 

religious people and 10 being very positive and warm feelings toward religious 

people. The statistical test will then compare the pre- and test scores between and 

within the experiment and control groups.  

 

Finally, the conative component was assessed by measuring social distance. This 

is when respondents report how close they would be comfortable to associate with 

outgroup members, ordered as a continuum of social distance, e.g., from fellow 

citizens to living next door or marrying (Correll et al., 2010; Kite & Whitley, 

2016). This measure has a long history and has been widely used in different lan-

guages and countries in gauging prejudice toward a variety of groups (Olson & 

Zabel, 2016; Wark & Galliher, 2007). For example, it has been used as a reliable 

and validated measurement to gauge prejudice toward various ethnic subgroups in 

Sweden (Snellman & Ekehammar, 2005). By measuring the explicit and inten-

tional component of anti-religious prejudice, the study can see if TFS’s storytell-

ing method changes controllable attitudes that might hamper automatically acti-

vated attitudes (i.e., implicit prejudice) and, in turn, provide influence on behav-
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iour. The measurement of social distance used in this study partially followed 

Snellman and Ekehammar (2005). It focused on four hierarchical dimensions of 

social contact; neighbour (how willing one would be to have a religious neigh-

bour), a classmate (how willing one would be to have a religious classmate), a 

close friend (how willing one would be to have a close friend that is religious), 

and partner (how willing one would be to have a religious partner). For each 

statement, the participants could disagree or agree on a 7-point scale. The summed 

scores indicated the participant’s overall social distance to religious people; the 

higher the score, the shorter the social distance. The use of a 7-point scale in the 

questionnaire is based on the suggestions from Krosnick and Presser (2010), who 

assert that this allows participants to make slightly more fine-grained distinctions 

(i.e., improved data distribution) than 5-point scales while having the same 

amount of validity and reliability.  

 

In addition to these variables, the study also gathers data concerning the socioeco-

nomic background, gender, age, and religious self-perception. Following sugges-

tions from Bryman (2012) and Creswell & Creswell (2018), the questionnaire was 

also peer debriefed by youths (age 17-24), school teachers, and students in upper 

secondary school who assessed the questions to enhance its validity.   

3.1.4.3. Data collection procedures   

The data collection was a pretest and posttest procedure, with both an experiment 

and control condition in order to meet some of the methodological standards 

stressed by Paluck and Green (2009). In this arrangement, the experiment group 

and the control group are treated the same apart from one experiencing the story-

telling method and the other not. This provides control of variables that might 

influence the effect (Bryman, 2012). Thus, before TFS’ storytelling in the school, 

an online questionnaire with measures of variables related to the dependent varia-

bles (i.e., measures of anti-religious prejudice) was distributed to all of the re-

search participants (i.e., school students). The questionnaire was distributed via 

LimeSurvey and directly before the storytelling for the experiment condition, and 

within the same week for the control condition with the help of a teacher at the 

school. The following week the questionnaire was administered again to all 

groups, again with the help of a teacher at the school. See appendix A for more 
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information about the questionnaire. 

3.1.4.4. Data analysis and interpretation  

Due to the quasi-experiment design with a nonequivalent-group pretest and post-

test arrangement, the statistical test had two independent variables with two fac-

tors each. The first independent variable was group membership, which was di-

vided into two factors; experiment group and control group. The second inde-

pendent variable was time, which was divided into the factors pretest and posttest. 

Since the design required more than two comparisons of mean, a t-test would have 

jeopardized the standard alpha of 5% (Borg & Westerlund, 2012; Howell, 2013). 

Hence, the test had to compare all the means together without exceeding the risk 

of 5%. According to Borg and Westerlund (2012), this can be accomplished by an 

ANOVA test (analysis of variance). Since the design had an independent (be-

tween-group design) and dependent (within-group design) comparison, the statis-

tical test was a 2x2 (two independent variables with two factors) mixed (split-plot) 

ANOVA, performed on the computer program SPSS. Based on this test, the study 

could see whether there was a significant interaction effect between group mem-

bership and time, applied to each of the measurements (free-response measures, 

feeling thermometer, and social distance). 

3.1.5. Phase 2 – Qualitative  

3.1.5.1. Sampling phase 2  

The aim was to select participants based on a purposive sample (Bryman, 2012, p. 

418), i.e., the participants with the lowest and greatest changes between the two 

quantitative samples in order to examine the effects of TFS’ storytelling method 

more adequately. The goal was also to interview eight students from the experi-

ment condition (4 with the lowest changes and 4 with the highest). This number 

seemed reasonable concerning the purpose of the qualitative phase, i.e., elucidate 

the quantitative results. By focusing on fewer interviews, the thesis could conduct 

a more thorough examination, which in turn could enhance the quality of analysis 

(Bryman, 2012; Kvale & Brinkman, 2009). The number is also consistent with 

guidelines offered by Repstad (2007) and Creswell and Creswell (2018). Howev-

er, there were only four students that were interested in taking part in a follow-up 
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interview. Thus, the actual selection was based on a convenience sampling based 

on what was available to the study.   

3.1.5.2. Data collection procedures   

The interviews were semi-structured and followed an interview guide. A semi-

structured interview includes several specific themes and follow-up questions that 

the interviewer asks each of the participants. However, the questions do not have 

to be asked in consecutive order but can be brought up and discussed when the 

occasion arises (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). In this study, the interviews adopted 

a flexible approach where the interview guide functioned more like a memory list 

than a detailed scheme. Follow-up questions were improvised and depended on 

the answers given by the respondents. The interviews were conducted via Skype 

or telephone 2-3 weeks after the posttest. Each interview was between 20-25 

minutes long, audio-recorded, and transcribed in a slightly modified verbatim 

mode (Malterud, 2014). 

3.1.5.3. Themes for the interviews  

The interviews were structured around four major themes; overall experience, 

cognitive aspects, affective aspects, and conative aspects. Each of these themes 

relates to several of the theories and concepts presented in 2.2. For example, the 

first relates to whether the overall experience provided new knowledge or provid-

ed a positive intergroup contact. The second theme related to questions about 

counter-stereotypic information and shared group affiliations. The third theme 

related to questions concerning if and what kind of emotions the stories induced 

and whether the participants could feel with the storytellers. The last theme had 

questions regarding changes in intentions after the storytelling event (see appen-

dix B for more information). 

3.1.5.4. Data analysis procedure 

The qualitative data was analysed through an abductive approach, which is an 

interaction between theory and empirical data, thus making use of the empiricism 

in the inductive approach and the theory in the deductive. In short, the abductive 

approach means that something is interpreted based on a hypothetical overall pat-

tern that can explain the case that is being examined. This interpretation should 

then be sustained by new empirical data (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). This al-
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lowed the study to use theories and concepts from social psychology so that an 

understanding of the effects of the storytelling method could gradually emerge.  

 

The data analysis procedure followed a Template Analysis Style (Malterud, 2014, 

p. 113). Although this style involves risks in reproducing already known 

knowledge, it is adequate for sorting data based on existing theories and for 

providing a suitable starting point for new descriptions (Malterud, 2014). First, the 

raw data was organized and prepared for analysis by transcribing the interviews. 

Next, all the data was read to get a general sense of the information. After that, the 

decontextualization process began by identifying meaning-bearing units in the 

material and classifying them into themes based on predetermined categories from 

the theories and concepts presented in 2.2. In this process, the computer program 

MAXQDA 2020 was used to sort and organize the information. The data was then 

structured into codes by bracketing text segments and writing words representing 

a category. The data was then summarized and described. These descriptions are 

presented in chapter 4.  Below is a table of the general themes and categories used 

in the data analysis.  

 

 

 

Table 1. General themes and categories used in the qualitative data analysis 

1. General experience 
     1..1 Provides knowledge/understanding 
     1.2 Peer experience  
     1.3 Positive intergroup contact 

2. Cognitive shifts 
     2.1. Multiple categorizations 
               2.1.1 Shared group membership 
               2.1.2. Multiple group membership 
     2.2. Stereotype change 
     2.3. Counter-stereotypic information 
3. Affective shifts 
     3.1 Empathy 
     3.2 Perspective-taking 
4. Intentional shifts 

     4.1 Willingness to act differently 
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3.2. Quantitative validity and reliability  
When examining an intervention, it is important to be able to trust the findings of 

the study. This can be addressed by looking at the internal, external, and ecologi-

cal validity (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Robson & MacCartan, 

2016). Internal validity relates to the causal relationship between variables (Bry-

man, 2012; Robson and MacCartan, 2016), e.g., whether one can be sure that sto-

rytelling really influences a self-perceived change regarding anti-religious preju-

dice. External validity refers to the generalizability of the study, i.e., whether the 

findings of a study can be applied to other contexts and populations (Bryman, 

2012; Robson & MacCartan, 2016). Ecological validity refers to whether the find-

ings are applicable to real-world situations and not only laboratory research set-

tings (Bryman, 2012, Robson and MacCartan, 2016). However, it is important to 

note that there exists an inverse relationship between internal and external validi-

ty, i.e., different strategies that bolster intern validity often hinders an external 

validity (Robson & MacCartan, 2016). Furthermore, strategies that improve both 

internal and external validity might decrease ecological validity since such strate-

gies require a high degree of control that is only possible in laboratory settings 

(Bryman, 2012). This study has opted for an ecological validity and fairly high 

internal validity (trough the quasi-experiment design) in order to answer the first 

research question. However, the nonrandomized sample can cast doubt on the 

study’s internal validity (i.e., the cause-effect relationship) since the comparable 

participants and groups might be systematic different (Reichardt, 2009). Nonethe-

less, since quasi-experiments in natural settings are not artificial interventions the 

ecological validity (i.e., applicability to real-life setting) can be strengthened 

(Bryman, 2012). Unfortunately, the thesis had no practical possibility to test TFS’ 

storytelling method with a large representative and randomized sample, which 

would have further strengthened the external and internal validity. Thus, this the-

sis is only intended to provide an initial evaluation and indication of the effect of 

TFS’ storytelling method regarding anti-religious prejudice among youths attend-

ing upper secondary school in Sweden.  
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The reliability of the measurements was checked in regard to stability and internal 

reliability. A test-retest of the control condition data showed a statistically signifi-

cant and strong correlation between the pre- and posttest for all the measurements 

(p < 0.001 for all the measurements, r = 0.565 for the Feeling Thermometer, 0.617 

for the Free Response Measure, and 0.748 for the Social Distance measurement). 

The pretest data for the control and experiment condition also showed a high in-

ternal consistency of 0.772 (Cronbach’s alpha) for the Free Response Measure 

and 0.889 (Cronbach’s alpha) for the Social Distance measurement. An internal 

reliability test for the Feeling Thermometer was not needed since it consists of 

only a single dimension.  

 

It is also important to consider measurement validity. Measurement validity refers 

to whether a quantitative measurement really measures what it intends to measure 

(Bryman, 2012). Measurement validity is related to reliability, i.e., whether the 

measurement of a concept is stable and consistent. If a measurement is unreliable, 

it cannot provide a valid measure of the concept. Thus, validity presupposes a 

reliability, but reliability does not presuppose validity (Bryman, 2012). As assert-

ed by Robson and MacCartan (2016), there exists no single, easy way of assessing 

measurement validity. One possibility within the scope of this study is face validi-

ty, which is when measurement or indicator seems to mirror the content of the 

concept in question (Bryman, 2012). Following the advice from Bryman (2012), 

this has been accomplished by asking people with experience (staff a TFS) wheth-

er the measurements at face value relate to both the purpose of TFS’s storytelling 

method and the concepts presented in chapter 2 (2.2.3). The measurement validity 

is further discussed in chapter 5 (5.3.).   

3.3. Qualitative validity and reliability 
In this thesis, several steps were carried out to check for the validity and reliability 

of the findings. In a qualitative approach, validity means the accuracy of the find-

ings, while reliability relates to the consistency of the research approach (Creswell 

& Creswell, 2018). To check for validity in the qualitative phase, the thesis used 

the following strategies suggested by Creswell and Creswell, 2018:  

 



 41 

Triangulation: By using different data sources of information and establish coher-

ent themes based on these, the validity can increase. In this study, triangulation is 

applied by using questionnaires and interviews as data sources.  

 

Clarify bias: By being an honest, open, and self-reflective researcher, the validity 

of the study can be improved. This study applies this by being as forthcoming and 

transparent as possible throughout the research process and thesis.   

 

Present negative or discrepant information: By presenting discrepant or negative 

information that runs counter to the researcher’s assumptions and expectations, 

the validity can be improved. This is accomplished by discussing information that 

contradicts the themes and theories presented in this thesis (see chapter 5).  

 

To minimize biases and errors in the qualitative phase, the study used the follow-

ing strategies to enhance the reliability suggested by Creswell and Creswell, 2018:  

 

Checking transcripts: By double-checking transcripts, the accuracy of the infor-

mation can increase. This was be applied in this study to make sure that no obvi-

ous mistakes are made during the transcription. 

 

Checking codes: By checking the codes so that their meaning is not confused, the 

reliability can increase. In this study, the qualitative data was regularly compared 

with the codes. It also had written memos about each code and its meaning to 

make sure that there is no shift in its connotation during the coding process.  

3.4. Ethical issues in research   

The research entails gathering data both from and about individuals. Thus, the 

researcher needs to consider ethical issues throughout the research process to pro-

tect human subjects (Yin, 2015). The study followed the ethical principles devel-

oped by The Swedish Research Council (Vetenskapsrådet, 2017). All data were 

anonymized using self-generated identification codes (see Schenll, Bachteler & 

Reiher, 2010; Yurek, Vasey & Sullivan Havens, 2008) in order to prevent the 

identification of respondents. Informed consent was sought at each stage of the 
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study, with both verbal and written information regarding the purpose of the 

study, clarification that the participation was entirely voluntary and that respond-

ents could withdraw from the study at any point. The respondents were also in-

formed about who has access to the data, whom the respondents can turn to if they 

have questions or want their data removed from the study, people responsible for 

the study, information that the data is kept secure and stored, information about 

what is expected from the respondents and the amount of time needed for the par-

ticipation. The research question, design, and methods were developed in agree-

ment with TFS, and approval from the teacher at the school was obtained. The 

control group was offered the storytelling at a later point. All of the respondents 

were at the age of 18 or older. There was no financial compensation provided for 

participation in the quantitative phase. In the qualitative phase, the respondents 

received cinema tickets as a small reward for participating in the interviews. No 

financial dependencies existed between the researcher, the respondents, or 

TFS/Fryshuset. However, the author of this study is employed at Fryshuset, but 

working with other projects that do not involve TFS. Nevertheless, several things 

need to be considered regarding the position and possible biases of the researcher 

in the process of interpretation. While the effects of bias cannot be reduced entire-

ly (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2007), a consciousness regarding the position and pos-

sible biases of the researcher concerning the topic of the study is vital in order to 

be transparent. To address this issue, the study has followed recommendations 

from Creswell and Creswell (2018) in being as honest, open, and self-reflective as 

possible throughout the research process, as well as present discrepant or negative 

information that runs counter to the researcher’s assumptions and expectations. 

This is accomplished by discussing information that contradicts the themes and 

theories presented in this thesis (see chapter 5 for more information).   
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Chapter 4 Results and Analysis 

This chapter presents the material found during the data collection (see 3.1. in 

chapter 3). This is done in two sections; the first consists of the data collected 

from the quantitative pretest and posttest measurements, and the second consists 

of the semi-structured interviews. 

4.1. Presentation of the quantitative results and analysis  

The experiment group consisted of 25 participants, and the control group consist-

ed of 34 participants. A majority (60%) of these identified as female and the re-

maining as male in the experiment group. The majority in the control group also 

consisted of participants identifying as females (59%).   

 

In the experiment group, a majority (48%) viewed themselves as not at all reli-

gious, followed by very little (40%), and fairly little (8%), while (4%) as pretty 

much religious. In the control group, 65% viewed themselves as not at all reli-

gious, 17% as very little, 12% as fairly little, and 3% as neither religious or non-

religious and 3% as pretty much religious. 

 

In the experiment group, 96% of the participants had two parents who both were 

born in Sweden, while 85% of the participants in the control group had two par-

ents, whom both were born in Sweden. Finally, 60% in the experiment group had 

parents with a university degree as their highest education, while 40% had parents 

whose highest education was upper secondary school. In the control group, 88% 

had parents who had a university degree as their highest education, while 12% had 

parents whose highest education was upper secondary school.  
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In sum, the control and experiment groups had similar demographical back-

grounds, with the exception of religiosity and the parent’s level of education. This 

is further discussed in chapter 5 (5.3). See the table below for more information.  

 

 
 

To check whether the two groups were similar prior to the storytelling in relation 

to the measurements, independent t-tests were performed on the variables from 

the pre-data. The two groups were significantly different regarding Free Response 

Measure1 and the Social Distance measurement2, but not regarding the Feeling 

Thermometer3. The difference can be due to the non-randomized sample (see 5.3 

in chapter 5 for further discussion). 

 

Below is the presentation of the quantitative findings from the Free Response 

Measure (FRM), the Feeling Thermometer (FM), and the Social Distance meas-

urement (SD).  

4.1.1. Free Response Measure 
The FRM was not normally distributed for the experiment group, as assessed by 

Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p < 0.05), (post-control p = 0.01). This can be due to the non-

randomized sample and its size. However, since ANOVAs are considered to be 

                                                
1 Mean for experimental = 14,9, SD = 4,1; Mean for control = 12,0, SD = 4,3; t = -2,59, df = 57, p = 0.01 
2 Mean for experimental = 20,5, SD = 6,0; Mean for control = 17,2, SD = 5,1; t = -2,22, df = 57, p = 0.03 
3 Mean for experimental = 6,0, SD = 2,1; Mean for control = 5,1, SD = 2,4; t = -1,40, df = 57, p = 0.16 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Parents with a university degree

Two parents born in Sweden

Not at all religious

Female

Table 2. Group descriptions

Control Experiment
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robust to deviations from normality (see, e.g., Norman, 2010 for a further discus-

sion), the study continued with the data analysis. There was homogeneity of vari-

ances, as assessed by Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance (p > 0.05). There 

was homogeneity of covariances, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of covari-

ance matrices (p = 0.77). However, there were five outliers in the post-data (be-

longing to the control group), as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values 

greater than 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box. These outliers were, how-

ever, kept in the analysis since removing them would reduce the number of an 

already small data set, thus impacting the power of the study. Furthermore, an 

additional assessment of studentized residuals for values greater than ±3 indicated 

no outliers.   

	
The mixed-ANOVA test showed no statistically significant interaction between 

group and time on the FRM measure, F(1, 57) = 0.24, p = 0.62, partial η2 = 0.004. 

Since there were outliers in the data, the analysis made an additional comparison 

test using a Mann-Whitney U test. First, the analysis computed the change score 

(post-values – pre-values) for both the control and experiment groups. It then 

checked for outliers as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for values greater than 

1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box. This showed one outlier. Then the anal-

ysis performed the Mann-Whitney U test, which showed no significant difference 

between the control and experiment group regarding the change score (p = 0.24).  

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistic Free response Measure (FRM) 

Measurement Group M SD N 

FRM Pre Experiment 14,9 4,1 25 

 Control 12,0 4,3 34 

     

FRM Post Experiment 15,1 4,3 25 

 Control 11,6 4,0 34 

    

4.1.2. Feeling Thermometer 
There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for val-

ues greater than 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box. Assessment of studen-
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tized residuals for values greater than ±3 indicated no outliners. The FT data was, 

however, not normally distributed for the experiment group, as assessed by 

Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p < 0.05), (pre-experiment, p = 0.02, post-experiment, p = 

0.005). This can be due to the non-randomized sample and its size. There was 

homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's test of homogeneity of vari-

ance (p > 0.05). There was homogeneity of covariances, as assessed by Box’s test 

of equality of covariance matrices (p = 0.31). There was no statistically significant 

interaction between group and time on the FT measurement, F(1, 57) = 1.49, p = 

0.22, partial η2 = 0.02. 

 

Table 4. Descriptive statistic Feeling Thermometer (FM) 

Measurement Group M SD N 

FM Pre Experiment 6,0 2,4 25 

 Control 5,1 2,4 34 

     

FM Post Experiment 6,7 2,7 25 

 Control 5,1 2,5 34 

 

4.1.3. Social Distance 
There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by inspection of a boxplot for val-

ues greater than 1.5 box-lengths from the edge of the box. Assessment of studen-

tized residuals for values greater than ±3 indicated no outliers. Social Distance 

was not normally distributed, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilks test (p < 0.05). As 

mentioned in 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. This can be due to the non-randomized sample and 

its size. There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test of ho-

mogeneity of variance (p > 0.05). There was homogeneity of covariances, as as-

sessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p = 0.83). There was no 

statistically significant interaction between the group and time on the SD measure, 

F(1, 57) = 0.59, p = 0.44, partial η2 = 0.03. 
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Table 5. Descriptive statistic Social Distance (SD) 

Measurement Group M SD N 

SD Pre Experiment 20,0 6,0 25 

 Control 17,2 5,1 34 

     

SD Post Experiment 20,8 6,1 25 

 Control 18,4 6,5 34 

 

4.1.4. Conclusion of quantitative results and analysis  

The first research question in this thesis was, "Do students that experience TFS’s 

storytelling method have a change in anti-religious prejudice, compared to the 

control condition?” The findings point to a positive self-perceived change in anti-

religious prejudice (measured through FRM, FT, and SD) in the experimental 

condition compared to the control condition. However, the change was small and 

not statistically significant in relation to the control condition. Consequently, the 

results do not support the assumed effect of TFS’s storytelling method regarding 

anti-religious prejudice as it is was measured in the current study and with the 

participating students. The findings are further discussed in chapter 5 (5.1.).  

4.2. Presentation of the qualitative results and analysis  

Fours students participated in the interviews. Of these three identified as female 

(respondents 1, 2, and 4) and one as male (respondent 3). All had parents born in 

Sweden. Respondents 1 and 2 had parents with a university degree, and respond-

ents 3 and 4 had parents whose highest education was upper secondary school. 

Three of the respondents viewed themselves as non-religious (respondent 2-4) and 

one as religious (respondent 1). Respondents 1-3 had in overall moderately to 

high baseline scores in the pretest, while respondent 4 had low overall scores. Re-

spondents 2 and 3 had slight increases in the posttest compared to the pretest, 

while respondent 1 had a slight decrease. Respondent 4 had no overall change in 

scores.  
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Table 6. Respondent description  
Respondent Gender Religious Parents 

born in 
Sweden 

Highest 
degree of 
parents 

Baseline Change 

1 Female Very 
much 

Yes Upper sec-
ondary 
school 

High Slight 
decrease 

2 Female Very little Yes Upper sec-
ondary 
school 

High Slight 
increase 

3 Male Not at all Yes University Moderate Slight 
increase 

4 Female Not at all Yes University Low No over-
all change 

 

 

The interviews are presented collectively with exemplifying quotations from the 

respondents. This also has the advantage of preserving the anonymity of the re-

spondents.  

4.2.1. General experience 
The respondents expressed that TFS’s storytelling, in general, was engaging, fun, 

and provided a new understanding or knowledge of religious people and their dai-

ly lives. Several respondents also pointed out that it was different from ordinary 

teaching. For example, one respondent pointed out that:  

 
I thought it was interesting. I myself have noticed that school teaching focuses more on facts. It 

feels like you get more about history and how religions originated and stuff. It has never been 

that they had gone into depth, as when they [the storytellers] told about their views on life and 

their life issues, and what their lives look like (Respondent 1) 

 

In general, the respondent did not find anything lacking with the storytelling. If 

anything, they wished that they could have heard even more stories from other 

religious traditions or more people telling about different perspectives within the 

same religion.  
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Furthermore, the respondents expressed that the storytelling made them feel closer 

to the storytellers and that the meeting was something intimate and positive. For 

example: 

 
[…] it became so personal, and they brought their own experiences, and you gained insight in-

to their lives. It is a little different, as well. It gets you a little bit closer than you would other-

wise (Respondent 2)  
 

Finally, the respondents gave a somewhat mixed impression of their peers’ expe-

rience. One mentioned how their peers also got a new picture of religious people 

but that their image of religion remains. Other respondents expressed that their 

peers also found the storytelling fun, engaging, and interesting, while another ex-

pressed how classmates thought it was something important but that they did not 

talk or think much about it after the storytelling.  

4.2.2. Cognitive shifts 
The respondents expressed how they felt a kind of affinity and connection with 

the storytellers. For example, the storytellers were of the same age as the respond-

ents themselves and had similar interests. Furthermore, the respondents describe 

how the storytelling influenced their view of religious people, providing a broader 

and more vivid picture and understanding. The respondents also describe how the 

storytelling reduced the strangeness of religious people by showing how similar 

their own lives can be to religious people: 

 
That is what was a little special about this, which I think is important, to explain to people that 

religious people have the same everyday life. It does not matter if you are non-religious or reli-

gious you do the same things, the same everyday life (Respondent 3)  

 
At the same time, some of the respondents emphasized that the storytelling im-

proved an already positive picture of religious people or that the storytelling influ-

enced how they view religious people but not how they view religion in itself, 

e.g., that religion is something outdated or different and strange. 
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4.2.3. Affective shifts 
Some of the respondents expressed that they could feel with the storytellers and 

that they were affected or touched by the stories:  

 
[…] one was slightly touched because one could imagine being exposed to hatred and stuff like 

that towards religious people. That many people are very hateful specifically against religion, 

and in everyday life, that you do not really dare tell people that you are religious, or you do not 

mention it because you know that you will get so much hate. Not from everyone, but some 

(Respondent 3) 

 

However, one respondent expressed that the stories did not invoke any particular 

feeling or that it did not change how she feels toward religious people. Another 

respondent pointed out that the stories did not change her feeling toward religious 

people, but that it made her relate and identify more with the storytellers, increas-

ing an acceptance:   

 
[…] after this, I feel kind of more accepting towards religious people. But it is, as I have al-

ways thought, that everyone can think differently. But I still do not think that I personally 

could possibly have a close relationship with someone who is strongly religious. Because I 

think it would differ so much, but I definitely have greater acceptance after the storytelling 

against others who are religious (Respondent 4) 

4.2.4. Intentional shifts 
The respondents did not express any intention do act themselves differently to-

ward religious people after the storytelling. For example, when asked whether 

there is an intention to act differently towards religious people after the storytell-

ing, one of the respondents replied:  

 
No, not for me, because I think I had acted the same before as I would do now afterward. And 

not like in a special way. For me, it wouldn’t make that much difference regarding that, at that 

particular bit [acting] (Respondent 3)  

 

The respondents emphasized that this is because they already have a positive view 

of religious people or that they do not make any distinction between religious or 

non-religious people. However, they expressed that others could begin to act dif-
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ferently and become more openminded and friendly toward religious people after 

storytelling.  

4.2.5. Qualitative analysis  
From a social identity perspective, the qualitative findings suggest that TFS’s sto-

rytelling provided an opportunity for a positive intergroup contact with religious 

people via face-to-face contact with the storytellers. This appears to have lessened 

the perceived strangeness of religious people (i.e., outgroup) to some extent and 

offered opportunities for disconfirming stereotypes by highlighting the unique 

individual through the stories.  

 

Furthermore, the respondents expressed how they felt a kind of connection with 

the storytellers, e.g., by having the same interests or being in the same age. This 

could indicate that the storytelling, to some degree, addressed the social categori-

zation process itself. In other words, it could provide an opportunity to humanize 

the perceived outgroup members by highlighting multiple group affiliations or by 

drawing attention to a group membership that both the ingroup and outgroup indi-

viduals share (e.g., similar interests, everyday life, age). According to the social 

identity perspective, the categorization process is a fundamental psychological 

mechanism that helps us comprehend and structure the vast information in every-

day life by reducing the multifaceted stimulus to a manageable level through sort-

ing people and objects into meaningful categories. Social categorization is when 

this simplification and generalization of social information classify people as 

members of various groups based on the perceived appearance of shared similari-

ties, which in extension, creates stereotypes. This can make one perceive individ-

uals of the same perceived group as more similar than they are, and the differ-

ences between members of different categories tend to become amplified or over-

stressed. By influencing this process, the storytelling could have lessened the 

within-group minimization and reduced the between-group maximisation. Since 

social categorization can provide the necessary condition for intergroup bias, this 

could in turn reduce the possibility of ingroup favouritism.  

 

The storytelling also appeared to provide an opportunity for cognitive shifts by 

addressing the variability of religious people (outgroup). For example, providing 
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counter-examples that disconfirm previous pictures of outgroup members. Based 

on a social identity perspective, the storytelling could thus have induced a stereo-

type change making the pictures of religious people less representative. 

 

The respondents also expressed that the storytelling influenced their view of reli-

gious people (outgroup), providing a broader understanding. This could indicate 

that the storytelling, to some extent, provided counter-stereotypic information. 

Based on a social identity perspective, this could indicate that the storytelling con-

tributed to a learning about religion from within, what it means to outgroup mem-

bers, and how religious people think and interpret life. This, in turn, can enhance a 

multicultural understanding and enable one to see religious people through differ-

ent eyes, thus influencing simplified images of the outgroup.  

 

The qualitative findings also suggest that the storytelling provided an affective 

shift to some respondents. Based on a social identity perspective, this could indi-

cate that the storytelling could provide a way of mediating the point of view of 

others and elicit an emotional response. This could influence stereotypes by mak-

ing the outgroup members more similar to oneself by vicariously sharing their 

point of view. Taking another person’s perspective could also impel a psychologi-

cal identification with the outgroup, which in turn could lead the perceiver to at-

tribute their own positive self-evaluations to the outgroup person and associated 

outgroup. In addition, it might raise a discrepancy between the elicited emphatic 

concern and negative held attitudes, which in turn is be addressed by changing the 

latter about the outgroup.  

 

However, for others, it did not appear to change their feeling regarding religious 

people. One respondent also pointed out that the storytelling instead provided an 

increase in acceptance. This could show that TFS’s storytelling offered some sort 

of opportunity to feel and identify with the experiences, emotions, and thoughts of 

the storytellers for some participants, while it was more cognition-based for oth-

ers, in the form of perspective-taking (i.e., seeing the pain instead of feeling the 

pain).  
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Furthermore, the respondents did not express that they had a changed intention to 

act differently toward religious people after the storytelling. However, they point-

ed out that others could begin to act differently and become more openminded and 

friendly toward religious people after storytelling. Based on a social identity per-

spective, this could indicate that TFS’s storytelling has a limited effect in raising 

an intentional shift, and in turn have a lesser effect on hampering automatically 

activated attitudes (i.e., implicit prejudice) as well as a less influence on behav-

iour.  

4.2.6. Conclusion of qualitative results and analysis  
The second research question in this thesis was “How do the participants perceive 

the TFS’ storytelling method, and in what way can these interviews, from a social 

identity perspective, help to elucidate the quantitative findings?”  

 

The qualitative findings can help to expand the quantitative data in several ways. 

First, it suggests that the participants seemed to perceive TFS’ storytelling as en-

gaging, interesting, and fun. It was often contrasted to ordinary teaching and 

viewed as offering a new understanding of religious people. Based on a social 

identity perspective, the findings propose that TFS’s storytelling provided an op-

portunity for a cognitive shift via positive intergroup contact, counter-examples, 

counter-stereotypic information as well as addressing the categorization process 

through multiple and shared group memberships. Finally, the qualitative findings 

illustrate that the storytelling could provide an affective shift for some while not 

inducing an intentional shift.  

 

The qualitative findings can also help to explain the quantitative result. Some of 

the respondents pointed out that the storytelling improved an already positive pic-

ture of religious people. Others expressed that the storytelling influenced how 

they view religious people but not how they view religion in itself. This, together 

with the mixed response regarding affective shifts and the lack of intentional 

shifts, could help to explain the small and non-significant results. For example, 

the storytelling may have further improved the attitudes among those that already 

had a positive view of religious people while not changing the attitudes among 

those who had a less positive view of religion. It is also important to note that 
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some respondents stressed that their view of religion did not change. This could 

indicate that religion functioned as a superordinate category for some, which may 

have hampered affective and intentional shifts regarding religious people. This is 

further discussed in Chapter 5 (5.1).  
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Chapter 5 Discussion 

This chapter is divided into five parts. It first discusses the findings of this thesis 

in relation to theoretical concepts presented in 2.2 and previous research. It will 

primarily use the qualitative findings to elucidate the quantitative results. The sub-

sequent section reflects on the theories and framework used in this study. It then 

discusses the methodological approach relating to issues of validity and reliability 

embedded within questions concerning the design, sampling, and instruments. The 

chapter ends with a reflection concerning suggestions for future research and brief 

practical recommendations based on the findings in the current study. 

5.1. Discussion of findings  
The quantitative findings point to a positive self-perceived change in anti-

religious prejudice, (measured through FRM, FT, and SD) among the students 

who participated in TFS’s storytelling. However, the change was small and not 

statistically significant in relation to the control condition. Thus, the results do not 

support the assumed effect of TFS’s storytelling method regarding anti-religious 

prejudice as it is operationalized with the participants in the current study.  

 

The qualitative findings suggest that the respondents perceived TFS’ storytelling 

as engaging, interesting, and fun. It also suggests that for some participants, TFS’ 

storytelling could provide an opportunity for a positive intergroup contact, coun-

ter-examples, counter-stereotypic information as well as addressing the categori-

zation process through multiple and shared group memberships.  

 

Furthermore, the qualitative findings can offer different possible explanations of 

the small and non-significant quantitative results in relation to the theoretical con-

cepts presented in chapter 2 (2.2). First, religion appeared to function as a super-

ordinate category for some of the participants, which may have hampered affec-

tive and intentional shifts regarding religious people. For instance, Dixon et al. 
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(2017) point out that stereotypes are often preserved through cognitive processes 

such as subtyping, confirmation bias, or by our emotional investment in the social 

categories. The view of religion could thus have influenced the view of religious 

people for some of the participants. Specifically, by subtyping the counter-

examples provided by the storytellers (i.e., viewing the storytellers as exceptions 

to the rule) or by ignoring the counter-stereotypic information that relates to reli-

gion in general. It is also important to note that changing beliefs through counter-

stereotypic information is difficult since people tend to forget, ignore, distort, or 

attribute away conflicting information (Stangor, 2016). Some participants could 

also have filled the category religion with an emotional investment, inhibiting a 

change in the overall group stereotype. This is important since emotions can in-

fluence cognition and vice versa (Kite and Whitley, 2016). This could also help to 

explain the mixed qualitative results regarding affective shifts. A suggestion for 

future research is to examine this more in relation to reducing anti-religious preju-

dice. 

 

According to Maitner, Smith, and Mackie (2017), social categorization, mediated 

through group identification, can also influence the emotions towards outgroups 

(e.g., religious people). The authors argue that the values and goals that are rele-

vant for the ingroup also takes on a personal relevance for the individual, which 

undertakes an emotional significance that reflects the appraisals of the group. If 

one identifies more with a group, the emotions also become more prominent since 

the ingroup is of a more significant part of the self (i.e., the social identity is more 

integrated with one’s self-concept). In short, how you feel about someone else 

depends not only on the other person but also on who you are. If students identi-

fied themselves strongly as non-religious, this could also have mitigated the effect 

of TFS’ storytelling. 

 

This is also important concerning the cultural context of Sweden (see 1.6). Re-

search suggests that certain stereotypes (e.g., gender) are often more strongly held 

compared to others (e.g., student groups) due to experience with, chronic expo-

sure, or greater infusion of affect (McIntyre, Paolini & Hewstone, 2016). As indi-

cated by Lövheim (2012), most youths (age 16-24) view themselves as non-

religious, especially youths who are born in Sweden with Swedish-born parents. 
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Moreover, research has shown how non-religious students in upper secondary 

school (age 18-19) tend to see Swedish society as modern and enlightened, and 

themselves as free and independent from religion. In turn, religion is often seen as 

something distant, unscientific, outdated, and oppressive, while religious people 

are seen as irrational and narrow-minded, and non-Swedish (Sjöborg, 2015). The 

students in the current study attended upper secondary school, and many identi-

fied themselves as not at all religious, as well as had parents both born in Sweden 

and with a university degree as their highest education. This could add weight to 

the possibility that social categorization, mediated through a strong identification 

as non-religious, influenced an emotional investment in the category religion, in-

hibiting a change in the overall outgroup stereotypes of religious people.  

 

Furthermore, the beneficial effect of multiple categorizations (e.g., gender, age, 

nationality) is primarily present when those categories are unrelated to each other 

(Brown, 2010: Crisp, 2010). Another possible explanation of the small and non-

significant effect could, therefore, be that TFS’s storytelling did not sufficiently 

highlight multiple but separate affiliations/group memberships that were shared 

with the students. Also, stereotypes are cognitive shortcuts that people employ as 

a default unless they are moved to go beyond these cognitive shortcuts and use 

more effort (Fiske & Russell, 2010). It could be that TFS’ storytelling in this 

study could further move those that already had a positive view of religious peo-

ple, while not being able to move those who had a less positive view of religion. 

This could, in part, help to explain the difference between the quantitative and 

qualitative results. Moreover, this could elucidate the limited effect that TFS’s 

storytelling appeared to have on an intentional shift. Some of the respondents em-

phasized that they had no change in intention since they already had a positive 

view of religious people. However, they expressed that others could begin to act 

differently and become more openminded and friendly toward religious people 

after storytelling. At the same time, this could be influenced by whether the story-

telling managed in inducing cognitive and affective shifts among those students 

that had a less positive view of religious people. The limited effect on intentional 

shift could thus point to a lesser effect regarding cognitive and affective shifts.  
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5.1.1. Findings in relation to previous research   
The previous research (see 2.1. in chapter 2) indicates that the duration of a story-

telling intervention in schools influences the prejudice-reducing effect. For exam-

ple, Liebkind et al. (2019) and Mäkinen et al. (2019) showed a non-significant 

result based on a shorter storytelling intervention. In contrast, Chongruksa et al. 

(2010) and Law et al. (2017) who found a significant result when evaluating in-

terventions with more sessions. Furthermore, cognitive tendencies toward stereo-

types are often slow to change and difficult to modify (Fiske and Russell, 2010). 

Thus, another possible reason for the results in the current study could be that a 

one session storytelling is not sufficient in itself to induce cognitive, affective, and 

intentional shifts among students that have a less positive view of religion or reli-

gious people. This is also supported by previous research that shows how multi-

ple-session interventions tend to be more effective for improving outgroup atti-

tudes (Ülger et al., 2018).  

 

Also, the previous research used written storytelling, whereas TFS is using per-

sonal and verbal storytelling. The current study proposed that this could add to a 

more robust effect by making the intervention more captivating. However, the 

findings suggest that a single-session design, even with personal and captivating 

stories, is not sufficient in improving outgroup attitudes as it was measured with 

the participants it the current study. In conclusion, the current study corroborates 

the findings shown in previous research evaluating prejudice-reducing interven-

tions in a school context.  

5.2. Theoretical discussion  

The current study used a social identity perspective, which has been valuable in 

organizing and adequately asses the self-perceived effect of TFS’ storytelling 

method regarding anti-religious prejudice. The framework is built on a field with 

well-established and extensive research regarding prejudice (Brown, 2010; 

Dovidio, et al., 2010; Hogg & Vaughan, 2014; Stangor, 2016). It also offers a 

wide range of tools and measurements that can be applied to assess prejudice and 

prejudice reduction/prevention interventions (Correll et al., 2010; Kite & Whitley, 

2106; Olsen & Zabel, 2016; Paluck & Green, 2009). The social identity perspec-
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tive also addresses a wide range of aspects that relates to intergroup behaviour and 

how people construct and use stereotypes (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010; Hogg & 

Vaughan, 2014). Thus, it is a central perspective that binds together several vital 

concepts within social psychology that explains prejudice (Sibley & Barlow, 

2017). Finally, the social identity perspective and categorization theories have 

produced robust and successful prejudice-reduction strategies within laboratory 

con-texts than can inform various real-life interventions (Paluck & Green, 2009). 

Accordingly, the social identity perspective is an adequate and relevant approach 

in examining whether TFS’ storytelling method influences a self-perceived effect 

concerning anti-religious prejudice. It is also important to note that the current 

study is based on a need to evaluate TFS’s storytelling method since it previously 

has not been assessed regarding its ability to prevent or change anti-religious prej-

udice. The theoretical framework was based on this need and used in discussion 

with the staff at TFS/Fryshuset. 

 

Nevertheless, the theoretical framework of this study has limitations. It is reason-

able to suggest that both social psychological and individual factors are necessary 

to understand prejudice (e.g., a mutual interaction between state and trait de-

pending on context) along with other meso- and macro-level factors. The theoreti-

cal framework in the current study should, therefore, be viewed as one piece of a 

much greater puzzle since no explanation alone is sufficient to understand such a 

multidimensional and multi-determined phenomenon as prejudice. 

 

Furthermore, it could appear that the social identity perspective suggests that prej-

udice is unavoidable since it is, to a large degree, imbedded in normal human psy-

chological processes. However, as argued by Kite and Whitley (2016) the human 

psychological processes only provide the potential for prejudice, it does not make 

prejudice unavoidable or unchangeable. Moreover, a large body of research from 

a social identity perspective shows that prejudice is something changeable (McIn-

tyre, Paolini & Hewstone, 2016; Paluck & Green, 2009; Ülger et al., 2018).  

 

Finally, it is important to raise the relationship between prejudice and discrimina-

tion. Discrimination is usually viewed as an active negative behavior or less posi-

tive response toward an individual due to the membership of a group. Discrimina-
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tion is also viewed as maintaining, reinforcing or creating advantages for some 

groups over others, and something that can occur at different levels in society, 

from the individual to the cultural (Dovidio et al., 2010; Kite & Whitley, 2016). 

Within social psychology, some include the behavioral component in the defini-

tion of prejudice (e.g., Brown, 2010) while others draw a distinction between the 

two, arguing that discrimination is the enactment of one’s prejudice (e.g., Kite & 

Whitey, 2016). However, it can be important to highlight a distinction between 

prejudice and discrimination since there exists no necessary link between attitude 

and behavior (Hogg & Vaughan, 2014). Meta-analytic findings suggest that the 

relationship between prejudice and discrimination have a correlation between r= 

0.26 and 0.36 in general (Dovidio & Jones, 2019; Kite and Whitley, 2016), which 

is lower than the general attitude–behavior relationship observed in other areas 

(Dovidio & Jones, 2019). In turn, reducing prejudice does not necessarily cause 

reductions in discriminatory behavior. At the same time, it is important to note 

that the correlation between the two is improved when attitudes are more accessi-

ble, strong, relevant, when the social context encourages the action, and when the 

cognitions and behaviors are measured on the same level of generality (see Fiske 

& Taylor, 2017 for an overview). This underscores the importance of using differ-

ent interventions and efforts on different levels (micro, meso, macro) in order to 

address prejudice and discrimination.   

5.3. Methodological discussion  

The current study utilized a mixed-methods approach. This has given the thesis a 

strength by drawing from both quantitative and qualitative research, thereby com-

pensating each other’s limitations. By illuminating the quantitative results with 

the qualitative data, the study could examine the effect of TFS’s storytelling 

method as well as contributing to an understanding of the effect. Finally, the ap-

proach contributed to an increased accuracy and credibility by using two data 

sources (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). However, there were also 

some challenges. The approach was more time-consuming by requiring both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection and data analysis. Moreover, the inten-

tion was to use the quantitative data as a ground for the qualitative inquiry by al-

lowing interviewee respondents to be purposively sampled. However, this was not 
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possible due to the few students that volunteered to participate in the interviews. 

Thus, the study had to utilize a convenience sample instead.  

 

The study also used a quasi-experimental research design. The design is common-

ly used in applied psychology to assess various interventions (Reichardt, 2009). It 

also has a strength in being able to point to the causal effect of an intervention 

(Johnson, 2012; Robson & MacCartan, 2016; Reichardt, 2009). Furthermore, it is 

often used in natural settings such as schools when a random selection is not pos-

sible (John-son, 2012), and it can make use of naturally occurring control groups 

that are relatively like each other (Johnson, 2012; Squirrell, 2012). Thus, the qua-

si-experimental design was adequate for this study since the aim was to evaluate 

the self-perceived effects of TFS’ storytelling method, which is used in real-world 

settings such as schools. The assessment of TFS’ storytelling method through this 

design also addressed a need for evaluating prejudice-reduction interventions in a 

more methodologically rigorous fashion and real-world setting, especially con-

cerning religious prejudice (see Paluck & Green, 2009).  

 

Nevertheless, the design had some important limitations. A quasi-experiment does 

not apply a random assignment of subjects to groups, which can cast doubt on the 

study’s internal validity (i.e., the cause-effect relationship) since the comparable 

participants and groups might be systematic different (Reichardt, 2009). This is 

important to note since the participants in the control condition identified them-

selves as not at all religious to a larger degree compared to participants in the ex-

periment condition. There was also a difference regarding the parent’s level of 

education. Therefore, it could exist a difference between the groups that influ-

enced the results, especially since previous research has shown that religiosity and 

parent’s level of education can affect youths’ views on religious diversity 

(Sjöborg, 2013a; 2013b). Independent t-tests performed on the variables from the 

pre-data also showed a significant difference between the control and experiment 

conditions, indicating that the two groups were not similar before the storytelling 

in relation to the FRM and SD measurements. This could, for example, point to a 

ceiling effect since the experiment group had a higher and significantly different 

pre-score on these measures compared to the control group, which in turn could 

help to explain the quantitative results.  
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As mentioned before, the current study had no practical possibility to test TFS’ 

storytelling method with a randomized sample, which would have further 

strengthened the internal validity. Since the sample is small and not representative 

of the broader population, the current study also has important constrains regard-

ing the external validity, i.e., how broadly the findings will generalize. Thus, this 

study is only intended to provide an initial evaluation and indication of the self-

perceived effect of TFS’ storytelling method regarding anti-religious prejudice 

among youths attending upper secondary school in Sweden, with the demograph-

ical background described in chapter 4 (4.1). Follow-up studies could, therefore, 

test whether the provisional results in this study are replicated with a larger and 

more representative sample.  

 

The techniques used to gather data consisted of self-completion questionnaires 

distributed before and after the storytelling in the first phase and semi-structured 

interviews with participants from the experiment condition in the second phase. 

The self-completion questionnaire is a quick and convenient way to collect nu-

meric data of attitudes towards a social group (Bryman, 2012). It was thus ade-

quate for evaluating TFS’ storytelling method in a school context. The question-

naire was distributed directly before the storytelling for the experiment condition, 

and within the same week for the control condition with the help of a teacher at 

the school. The following week the questionnaire was administered again to all 

groups, again with the help of a teacher at the school. This time interval was cho-

sen due to threats to validity and due to practical issues, and the research purpose. 

Creswell and Creswell (2018) assert that both history (e.g., external events) and 

maturation (e.g., participants mature or change) can influence the results. This can 

be addressed by having a shorter time interval between the pre-and posttest 

(Reichardt, 2009).  

 

However, participants can also become familiar with the measurements and re-

member their responses. This threat can be reduced by increasing the time be-

tween the pretest and posttest (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). A 

week between the measurements was thus seen as a reasonable timeframe. The 

timeframe was also chosen due to practical issues such as the students’ curricu-
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lum. Finally, the time interval matched the purpose of this study, which is to ex-

amine whether the storytelling method showed any self-perceived effect, and not 

whether the effect is stable over time.  

 

The interviews in the current study adopted a flexible approach where the inter-

view guide functioned more as a memory list than a detailed scheme. Follow-up 

questions were improvised and depended on the answers given by the participants. 

This procedure provided a more in-depth picture of the participant’s view of TFS’ 

storytelling method. It also offered a way to more thoroughly examine whether it 

had some self-perceived change that can be understood to the theoretical frame-

work (see 2.2 in chapter 2).  

 

Furthermore, the study used a convenience sampling for both the qualitative and 

quantitative data phase. The qualitative sampling was used due to practical con-

siderations. The qualitative findings should, therefore, also be interpreted with 

some caution. The convenience sampling could have influenced the qualitative 

data through a selection effect, i.e., those who were the most positive about TFS’ 

storytelling were also those who participated in the interviews. A larger sample 

could thus have provided a more nuanced picture of the qualitative data.  

 

The number of classes and participants in the quantitative phase was chosen due 

to considerations of access, power, and effect size for the inferential analysis of 

the quantitative data. The study was designed to detect a large to medium effect 

size mainly due to what was practical possible with the school and the scope of 

this thesis. Thus, there could exist a significant difference between the experiment 

and control condition that the current study was unable to detect due to the statis-

tical power. A larger sample with a greater statistical power could, therefore, have 

shown a significant difference with a small effect size.  

 

However, it could also be argued that large and medium effect sizes are more 

practically significant in relation to TFS’ goal in being able to prevent and reduce 

prejudice. Consequently, even if there would exist a small effect size, this would 

not be practically significant concerning TFS’s goal, and the time and resources 

invested in the method by schools. On the other hand, a small change among a 
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greater number of people can have a substantial and preventive effect in the long 

term and be more effective than an intervention with a greater effect, offered to a 

fewer number of people (Sundell, 2009). Future research could thus examine the 

effect of TFS’ storytelling from a longitudinal perspective. 

 

Moreover, finding reliable and validated scales or instruments that explicitly 

measure anti-religious prejudice or stereotypes like those found in a Swedish set-

ting (see 1.6. in chapter 1) posed a challenge since most of the psychological re-

search about prejudice is conducted in a North American context (Duckitt, 2010; 

Kite & Whitley), and many of the existing standardized instruments measures 

prejudice regarding ethnicity (Correll et al., 2010).  

 

Furthermore, none of the comprehensive overviews provided by Correll et al. 

(2010), Fiske and North (2014), Olson and Zabel (2016), or Kite and Whitley 

(2016) mention any instruments that measure prejudice toward religious people in 

general or specific religious groups. When religion is mentioned concerning prej-

udice in psychological research it is instead of how it can contribute to or counter-

act prejudice toward other social groups (see e.g., Geels & Wickström, 2012; 

Hood, Hill & Spilka, 2018; Ng & Gervais, 2017; Pargament, Exline, & Jones, 

2013; Pargament, Mahoney, & Shafranske, 2013; Paloutzian, 2017; Paloutzian & 

Park, 2013; Rowatt, Carpenter & Haggard, 2014). The exception is prejudice to-

ward specific religious minorities such as Muslims (e.g., Lee et al., 2013). In the 

light of this, the study used measurement which is not tied to specific social 

groups (e.g., ethnic or religious minorities) as with many of the existing standard-

ized prejudice scales or instruments (see, e.g., the overview provided by Olson & 

Zabel, 2016).  

 

The three measures used in the current study aimed to assess general evaluations 

of a group, exclusive of any explicit semantic content (Correll et al., 2010). As 

such, these measurements were adequate for the purpose of this study, as the reli-

gious groups represented by the storytellers can vary from time to time. Moreover, 

these measurements can be scored and administered relatively quickly and easily, 

which is important since the evaluation takes place in a high school context with 

young students. Otherwise, the measurement could become burdensome so that 
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they increase missing data or biased responses such as an inattentive responding 

(see, e.g., Maniaci & Rogge, 2014). Also, even though these consists of explicit 

and self-reported types of measurements, they are generally reliable and predictive 

(Stangor, 2016). The measurements used in the current study were also informed 

and supported by previous research (see 2.1.2 in chapter 2) and checked regarding 

stability, internal reliability, and face validity.  

 

Unfortunately, the current study did not have a large sample of participants. If, so 

a further possibility would have been to check for concurrent validity, i.e., relating 

an instrument/measure to a criterion on which people are known to vary and 

which is relevant to the concept in question (Bryman, 2012). The currents study 

could thus have checked for a correlation between the measurements utilized in 

the current study and religiosity. Based on the research presented in section 1.6, 

there should have been a negative correlation between negative scores on the 

measurements and students identifying themselves as religious as well as a posi-

tive correlation between negative scores for students identifying themselves as 

non-religious. This could be further explored in future research.  

5.4. Discussion of contribution and future research  

The nature of prejudice is one of the most studied topics in social psychology, and 

much of the work done within the field has an applied focus on prejudice reduc-

tion (Bilali & Staub, 2017: Reynolds et al., 2017). However, there exists a need 

for assessing the effectiveness of different prejudice reduction interventions in 

real-world settings (Bilali & Staub, 2017; Stangor, 2016). Thus, the current study 

has contributed with some insights regarding this issue as well as corroborated 

results from previous research (see 2.1.2. in chapter 2). It also addresses the need 

of evaluating prejudice-reduction intervention in a school context (Ülger et al., 

2018), and the need to test a social identity perspective outside a laboratory con-

text (Paluck & Green, 2009). Finally, it has provided a first and tentative assess-

ment of TFS’ storytelling method, which can contribute to a further adjustment of 

the method or future in-schools interventions.  
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Besides the recommendation already mentioned, an adequate inquiry for future 

research would be to use randomized experiments with interrupted time series 

testing, i.e., a series of pretest and posttest observations (Reichardt, 2010, p. 50) 

with a larger and broader sample. This could help to improve the internal and ex-

ternal validity as well as test whether it exits an effect over time. This is especially 

important since the non-significant results in the current study can point to differ-

ent causes, e.g., an underpowered genuine effect, an equivocal effect, or an actual 

null result. Another inquiry for future research could be to examine whether TFS’ 

storytelling method promotes a positive aspect (protective factors) instead of pre-

venting prejudice or related risk factors. For example, measure empathy, interper-

sonal tolerance, and a sense of coherence.  

5.5. Recommendations 

Based on the findings in the current study and previous research (e.g., McIntyre, 

Paolini & Hewstone, 2016; Ülger et al., 2018), future storytelling interventions 

could implement a multi-session design and a higher number of moderately proto-

typical counter-examples to increase the chance of reducing anti-religious preju-

dice. In other words, having a larger number of storytellers across and within reli-

gious traditions, that are experienced as trustworthy counter-examples and rela-

tively prototypical of the outgroup (religious people). Another suggestion is to 

highlight multiple but separate affiliations/group memberships to a higher degree, 

as well as addressing the view or religion and religious people. For example, by 

providing relevant counter-stereotypic information in a factual manner regarding 

both religion and religious people. Finally, to provide a gradual revision of stereo-

types over time, the storytelling could to a larger degree intersect with the ordi-

nary teaching in the subject of religion at local schools. For example, by involving 

local teachers in a mutual planning of a multi-session storytelling that overlaps 

with core content and aims in the subject of religion.  
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Summary 

The purpose of this study was to provide an initial evaluation and indication of the 

effect of TFS’ storytelling method regarding anti-religious prejudice among 

youths attending upper secondary school in Sweden, based on a social psycholog-

ical perspective. Furthermore, the aim was to understand the possible self-

perceived changes that TFS’s storytelling method contributes to regarding anti-

religious prejudice, using a social psychological perspective. The study applied a 

mixed-method approach with a quasi-experimental design. The quantitative data 

collection consisted of a pre-and posttest questionnaire distributed to participants 

in either an experiment and control condition. The qualitative data collection con-

sisted of semi-structured interviews with participants from the experiment condi-

tion. The quantitative data was analysed via mixed-ANOVA in SPSS. The quali-

tative data was analysed through MAXQDA using an abductive approach imple-

menting theoretical concepts within social psychology.  

 

The quantitative results point to a positive self-perceived change in anti-religious 

prejudice among the students who participated in TFS’s storytelling. However, the 

change was small and not statistically significant in relation to the control condi-

tion. Thus, the results do not support the assumed effect of TFS’s storytelling 

method regarding anti-religious prejudice as it is operationalized with the partici-

pants in the current study.  

 

The qualitative findings suggest that the respondents perceived TFS’ storytelling 

as engaging, interesting, and fun. It also suggests that for some participants, TFS’ 

storytelling could provide an opportunity for a positive intergroup contact, coun-

ter-examples, counter-stereotypic information as well as addressing the categori-

zation process through multiple and shared group memberships. The qualitative 

find suggests that for some participants, the storytelling could provide an oppor-

tunity for a positive intergroup contact, counter-examples, counter-stereotypic 
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information as well as addressing the categorization process through multiple and 

shared group memberships. The qualitative findings also point to a change regard-

ing they view religious people but not concerning the view of religion. This, to-

gether with a mixed response regarding affective shifts and the lack of intentional 

shifts, can help to explain the non-significant results 

 

The study addressed a need to evaluate prejudice-reduction intervention in a 

school context as well as the need to test a social identity perspective outside a 

laboratory context. It also provided a first and tentative assessment of TFS’ story-

telling method, which can contribute to a further adjustment of the method or fu-

ture in-schools interventions.  

 

Suggestions for future research include using randomized experiments with inter-

rupted time series testing, with a larger and broader sample. This could help to 

improve the internal and external validity as well as test whether it exits an effect 

over time. Another inquiry for future research could be to examine whether TFS’ 

storytelling method promotes a positive aspect (protective factors) instead of pre-

venting prejudice or related risk factors.  
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Appendix A 

Enkät för uppsats i Religion in Peace and Conflict 
 
Välkommen till denna korta enkät för utvärderingen utav projektet TFS på Frys-
huset. Enkäten är helt frivillig och anonym. Syftet är ställa några frågor om din 
syn på religion och religiösa personer. Enkäten kommer enbart att användas för 
forskningsändamål och för att förbättra TFS arbete. Det är bara jag och min hand-
ledare som kommer att ha tillgång till materialet. Ingen information som kan iden-
tifiera dig som person kommer användas. Materialet kommer även att förvaras så 
säkert som möjligt så att ingen obehörig får tillgång till det.  I enkäten eftersträvar 
jag största möjliga anonymitet. Innan du påbörjar själva enkäten behöver du där-
för skapa en egen ID-kod. Denna ID-kod kommer du använda igen vid ett senare 
enkättillfälle. Koden kommer därför vara designad så att den är lätt för dig att 
komma ihåg (samma procedur kommer upprepas vid nästa enkättillfälle). 
 
Skriv ner din egen kod utifrån följande frågor och instruktion. 
 

1. Skriv den första och sista bokstaven i din mammas förnamn (stora 
bokstäver) 

2. Skriv vilket datum (dagen) i månaden du är född (använd siffor; om du 
exempelvis är född tolfte juni så skriv 12)  

3. Skriv den sista bokstaven i ditt förnamn (stor bokstav) 
4. Skriv den sista siffran (en siffra; den allra sista) i ditt personnummer  

 
Kombinera dina svar 1–4 i ordning och skriv ner nedanför (ex MA12S9). Detta är 
din ID-kod till enkäten.  
 
Skriv ditt svar här: 
 
Fråga 1. Välj det alternativ som bäst stämmer överens med ditt kön. Med kön 
menas könsidentitet, alltså det kön du själv identifierar/känner dig som 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
Kvinna 
Man 
Annat 
 
Fråga 2. Välj det alternativ som bäst stämmer överens med var dina föräldrar är 
födda (båda rutor kan kryssas i om ena föräldern är född i Sverige och den andra 
utanför Sverige)  
 
Välj de alternativ som stämmer: 
 
I Sverige  
Utanför Sverige  
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Fråga 3. Välj det alternativ som bäst stämmer överens med någon av dina föräld-
rars högsta utbildning 
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
Grundskola eller lägre 
Gymnasium  
Högskola/Universitet eller högre 
 
Fråga 4. I hur hög grad ser du dig själv som religiös? Välj det alternativ som 
stämmer bäst in på dig 
  
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Inte alls  
2 Väldigt lite 
3 Ganska lite 
4 Varken eller 
5 Ganska mycket  
6 Väldigt mycket  
7 Helt och hållet  
 
 
Fråga 5.1 Hur ser du på religiösa personer? Skriv nedanför (en sak på varje rad) 
det som du förknippar med religiösa personer.  
 
Skriv ditt svar här: 
 
Är det du har skrivit ner positivt eller negativt? Välj det alternativ som du tycker 
stämmer bäst överens med det du har skrivit ovanför. Ju mer negativt desto lägre 
siffra väljer du och ju mer positivt desto högre siffra väljer du  
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Helt och hållet negativt 
2 Väldigt negativt  
3 Ganska negativt  
4 Varken positivt eller negativt  
5 Ganska positivt  
6 Väldigt positivt  
7 Helt och hållet positivt  
 
Fråga 5.2 Hur ser du på religiösa personer? Skriv den andra saken som du för-
knippar med religiösa personer.  
 
Skriv ditt svar här: 
 
Är det du har skrivit ner positivt eller negativt? Välj det alternativ som du tycker 
stämmer bäst överens med det du har skrivit ovanför. Ju mer negativt desto lägre 
väljer du in och ju mer positivt desto högre siffra väljer du  
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
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1 Helt och hållet negativt 
2 Väldigt negativt  
3 Ganska negativt  
4 Varken positivt eller negativt  
5 Ganska positivt  
6 Väldigt positivt  
7 Helt och hållet positivt  
 
Fråga 5.3 Hur ser du på religiösa personer? Skriv ner den tredje saken som du 
förknippar med religiösa personer.  
 
Skriv ditt svar här: 
 
Är det du har skrivit ner positivt eller negativt? Välj det alternativ som du tycker 
stämmer bäst överens med det du har skrivit ovanför. Ju mer negativt desto lägre 
siffra väljer du in och ju mer positivt desto högre siffra väljer du. 
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Helt och hållet negativt 
2 Väldigt negativt  
3 Ganska negativt  
4 Varken positivt eller negativt  
5 Ganska positivt  
6 Väldigt positivt  
7 Helt och hållet positivt  
 
Fråga 6. Välj nedanför den siffran (1-10) som bäst stämmer överens för dig. Ju 
mer positivt/varmt du känner inför religiösa desto högre siffra väljer du och ju 
mer negativt/kallt du känner desto lägre siffra väljer du. 1= väldigt negativt/kallt 
och 10= väldigt positivt/varmt. 
 
Hur känner du inför religiösa personer generellt (1-10)? 
 
Skriv ditt/dina svar här: 
 
Fråga 7.1 Hur villig är du att ha en religiös person som granne? 
Välj nedanför det alternativ (1-7) som bäst stämmer överens på frågan ovan 
med din första reaktion och känsla när du tänker på religiösa personer generellt. 
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Inte alls  
2 Väldigt lite 
3 Ganska lite 
4 Varken eller 
5 Ganska mycket  
6 Väldigt mycket  
7 Helt och hållet  
 
Fråga 7.2 Hur villig är du att ha en religiös person som klasskompis? 
Välj nedanför det alternativ (1-7) som bäst stämmer överens på frågan ovan 
med din första reaktion och känsla när du tänker på religiösa personer generellt.  
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Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Inte alls  
2 Väldigt lite 
3 Ganska lite 
4 Varken eller 
5 Ganska mycket  
6 Väldigt mycket  
7 Helt och hållet  
 
Fråga 7.3 Hur villig är du att ha en religiös person som nära vän? 
Välj nedanför det alternativ (1-7) som bäst stämmer överens på frågan ovan 
med din första reaktion och känsla när du tänker på religiösa personer generellt.  
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Inte alls  
2 Väldigt lite 
3 Ganska lite 
4 Varken eller 
5 Ganska mycket  
6 Väldigt mycket  
7 Helt och hållet  
 
Fråga 7.4 Hur villig är du att ha en religiös person som partner? 
Välj nedanför det alternativ (1-7) som bäst stämmer överens på frågan ovan 
med din första reaktion och känsla när du tänker på religiösa personer generellt.  
 
Välj ett av följande svar: 
 
1 Inte alls  
2 Väldigt lite 
3 Ganska lite 
4 Varken eller 
5 Ganska mycket  
6 Väldigt mycket  
7 Helt och hållet  
 
Fråga 8. Nu är enkäten nästan slut. Avslutningsvis undrar jag om du skulle vara 
intresserad av att delta i en kortare intervju (15–20 minuter)? Intervjun kommer 
vara anonym där du bland annat berättar om hur du upplevde TFS storytelling 
som är nästa vecka. Beroende på vilket resultat jag får efter att ha sammanställt 
svaren från alla enkäter kan jag komma att höra av mig till dig för en intervju. Om 
du blir kallad får du en biobiljett som tack för ditt deltagande. Intervjun sker när 
det passar dig som bäst och den kan genomföras via telefon.  
 
Välj bara en av följande: 
 
Ja 
Nej 
 
Tack för ditt deltagande! 
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Appendix B 

 

Intervjuguide för uppsats i Religion in Peace and Conflict 

 

1. Information innan intervjun 

Ditt deltagande är helt frivilligt. Om du vill avbryta intervjun kan du göra det när 
du vill. Du behöver inte heller svara på någon fråga om det skulle kännas 
obekvämt.  

Jag kommer spela in intervjun för att sedan transkribera den. Inspelningarna 
kommer sedan att förvaras på en säker och låst plats.  

Intervjun är anonym och jag kommer inte använda någon information som kan 
användas för att identifiera dig som person. Kortare citat eller egna beskrivningar 
kan komma att presenteras i uppsatsen. Det är enbart jag och min handledare som 
kommer ha tillgång till materialet och informationen kommer enbart att användas 
för forskningssyften samt för att utveckla TFS storytellingmetod. Om någon an-
nan forskare vill ha tillgång till materialet måste de åta sig samma skyldigheter 
som jag, med andra ord att allt förblir konfidentiellt.  

Uppsatsen kommer publiceras på portalen DIVA och jag kan om det efterfrågas 
även meddela dig när den är klar. Innan den publiceras kommer du även få 
möjligheten att läsa igenom studien för att se om du själv tycker att mina 
beskrivningar är korrekta.   

Syfte idag - att höra dig berätta om vad du tyckte om TFS storytelling samt vad du 
tyckte var bra och mindre bra.  

 

2. Generell upplevelse  

Hur upplevde du TFS storytelling?  

(Underfrågor: Vad var bra? Vad var mindre bra?)  

Hur upplevde du själva mötet med personerna generellt?  
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3: Kognitiv aspekt 

Hur har din bild utav religiösa personer påverkats utav TFS storytelling?  

(Underfrågor: Har du fått en ökad förståelse/nyansering utav religiösa personer; 

Bröt den din tidigare bild utav religiösa; Hur?)  

Kunde du se och sätta dig in berättarnas perspektiv under storytelling?   

Såg du några likheter mellan dig själv och berättarna?  

   

4. Affektiv aspekt 

Vad för känslor väckte TFS storytelling hos dig?  

Kunde du känna liknande känslor som personerna själva beskrev i sina egna berät-

telser?  

(Underfråga: Hur då?)   

Ändrade berättelserna hur du känner kring religiösa jämfört med innan TFS story-

telling? 

(Underfråga: Hur är det en skillnad/inte skillnad?) 

Kände du igen dig själv på något sätt i berättelserna?  

(Underfråga: Hur då?)  

  

5. Konativ aspekt 

Upplever du att du har en vilja att agera annorlunda mot religiösa personer på 

något sätt efter TFS storytelling?   
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(Underfrågor: Hur då? Varför inte?) 

Är det en skillnad mot hur det var innan TFS storytelling?  

(Underfrågor: Hur då?) 

 

6. Avslutning 

Vad påverkade dig mest med storytelling?  

(Underfråga: känner du att påverkan eller effekten sitter kvar efter tid?) 

Vill du göra några ytterligare tillägg eller kommentera något innan vi avslutar 

intervjun? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


